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The Study

The purpose of this study was to provide a state-of-the-art
description of placement decision-making procedures at the local level.
Of chief interest 'ms the manner in which th2 principle of least
restrictie environment (LRE) entered into and affected the placement
decisions concerning handicapped students. Data for this study were
primarily collected through on-site observations of Placement Team (PT)
meetings over a two-month period spanning March to Mzy of 1679. The
study sample consisted of five states and 15 Local Education Agencies

(LEAs). 1In all, 134 meetings and 96 cases were observed.

Highlights of Findings

The major conclusions resulting from this study addressed the areas
of placement decision-making, the role of least rasstrictive environment,
the individualized educational plan, and parent/student involvement. In
addition, this report provides a background for understanding the
findings through an anzlvsis of the sample characteristics and tﬁe
contextual factors and constraints within which plac nent <ecisions are

made. Highlights include the following:

Sample Charactaristics

+] The LEAs in the sample were fairly representative of a number of
demographic characteristics, with some differences which reflect
the purposive diversity of the selection technigues.

& The sample cases were nor.-representative in that they were
selected so as to incluce a higher occurrence of lower incidence
handicapping conditions than would be expected.

Placement Decision-Mazking

o Besides federal regulations, there was little written guldance
concerning the placement process. Most localities seemed to
nave develcped their procedures through the course of natural
avolution rather than as 2 result of standard policy.



2 Rarely was more than one option considered when determining a
child's placement.

o) Categorical decisions were seldom in evidence. Placement
appeared to be individually determined and based primarily cn
the child's academic and social needs.

o} The placement <°cision was usually made by one or two
individuals; it was not arrived at through a group decision-
making prccess. Nevertheless, the {inal placement decisic:
appeared to be the most appropriate and beneflicial for the
student.

Least Restrictive Environment

° The concept of LRE was not well understood and was generally
perceived as mainstreaming.

e In spite of confusion surrounding the meaning of LRE, in
practice the key elements of this principle were employed in
placement decisiocns.

2 Most cases did not result in placement changes which altered the
restrictiveness of the setting. Where a change occurred, there
was a tendency to move students to less rather than more
restrictive options.

o Although in most cases alternative options were rarely
considered, cases resulting in movement to a mere restrictive
environment frequently gave serics considerztion to more than
one option before determining placement.

Tndividualized Educational Plan

o Determination of child's academic znd social needs can be
considered part of the IEP process, yet most written IEPs were
developed after placement, at a separate meeting.

e Parents were not consistehtly in attendance at IEP meetings and
when they were, they were.often unable to contribute to the
meeting.

] The IEP was viewed more frequently as an accountability

mechanism than as a programming toocl.

Parent/Student Involvement

e Parents had a high rate of attendance zt placement meetings.
Students were infrequently involved, but did, in some cases,
attend meetings.

o Parents appeared to be satisfied with the placement decision in
=1 overwhelming majority of cases.

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Scnool staff encouraged parent participation to a great extent:
they made formal welcomes to parents, reguested informztica on
the child, and solicited parent reactions to the proposed
Dlacsment. Parents, however, had little role in the actual
decision-making.

Contextual Factors and Ccnstraints

e}

23]

iscal reimbursement formulae indirectly inhibit placements in
east restrictive envircnmerts.

—

Discrepant state and federal definitions cf nandicapping
conditions created some difficulties in classifying and placing
nandicapped studentxs.

Lack of resources, staff time, and transportation wWere major
constraints in plazcement decision-maxing.
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INTRODUCTION

In November of 1975, Congress enacted Public Law 94-142, the
"Education for All Handicapped Children Act,™ mandating a "free
appropriate public education" for all schocl-age handicapped children in
the United States. The Act, through its provisions and accompanying

regulations (Federal Register, Vol. 42, No. 163 - Tuesday, August 23,

PR- RS

1977), specified a number of activities intended to ensure that
nandicapped children receive the educational and personal rights to which

they are entitled. One of these was the mandate {(stipulated in Section

612.5.3) for the "Least Restrictive Environment':

...to the maximum extent appronriate, handicaprned children,
including children in public or private institutions or other
care facilities, are educated with children who are not
handicapped, and that special classes, separate schooling, or
other removal of handicapped children from the regular
educational environment occurs only when the nature or severity

of the handicap is such that education in regular classes with
the use of supplementary aids and services cannot be achieved

satisfactorily...

The Rules and Regulations implementing Part B of the Act expanded the

mandate with the following additional features:

] Requirement that each educational agency offer a "continuum" of
alternative placements to meet the needs of handicapped students
including, at the least, instruction in regular classes, special
classes, special schools, home instruction, and instruction in
hospitals and institutions.



v orovision for supplementary services (such as resource room oOr
izinerant instruction) in conjunction with regular :1a2ss
placement.

o Dirsction that each handicapped child's educational placement Be
determined =2t least annually, based on the I 1ividualized
Sducational Program, 2nd be situated geograr..cally as close zs
possible fo the child's home.

Additionally, in coufor~ance with other concurrent legislation
{Section 504 Regulations of the Rehabilitation Act of 1373), the Rules
and Regulations also advised that:

9 Non-academic arnd extra-curricular activities for handicapped

children should occur in settings that foster participation with

non-handicapped children to the maximal extent appropriate Lo
tne needs of the handicapped child.

o Handicapped children who, for one reasorn or ancther, have been
placed in puolic or private institutions are insured maximal,
appropriate access to regular public school instruction and
activities.

These, then, are the major provisions concerning a Least Restrictive
Envir~nment (LRE) ccmtained in P.L. Q44142 and its accompanying Rules and
Regulations. This concept, and many of its guidelines, were already
contained in an earljer law, P.L. $3-380, which required that States
provide due process protection and placement in accordance with the
principle of a least restrictive alternative. P.L. 94-142 expanded upon
?.L. 93-380 by establishing a stronger fiscal incentive and bty clearly
delineati rocedural safeguards related to identification, evaluation,

and educational placement.

Further impetus for this legislation has cocz from the courts.
Judicial decisions based upon the civil righ*s legislaticn and ec:al

-
19

sducational opportunity pri.ciples implicit in the Fifth and Fourteenth

Amcndments nave given substance to LRE as a legal concept. In fact. it
nas been argued {Jonnson 1976) that "the courts were the major
precipitators of the current policy response,” although their actions
were concurrant with increased pressurz by professicnal educators and
advocates. e students' right to the least restrictive placement

Sossible was affirmed by court decisions, most notably PARC v.

O
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Co—monwealth of Pennsylvania, 334 F. Supp. 1257 (E.D. Pa., 1971), and 343
¥. Supp. 279 (E.D. Pa., 1972 Consent Agreement), and Mills v. Board of
Zducation of the District of Columbia, 348 F. Supp. 866 (DDC, 1972).

The effect of these decisions has been the incremental specification
of what is legally required in determination of placement. However, as
Xirp (1374) has warned, "legal plausibility does not necessarily or
automatically yield educationally sound results.®™ Weighing various
educational approaches and judging appropriate placement is a task best
12t to educators. Turmbull (1978) has also stated that a future issue
will be "whether courts and agencies will apply the least restrictive
arinciple by taking into account the relative 'richness' or 'poverty' of
ecocational services in separate programs and the likelihood that such
programs will be more enhancing for the handicapped child than not"

‘p. 528).

Although the right to placement in the least restrictive environment
ws confirmed by court decisions and clearly mandated by Federal Law, the
application of this principle to actual educational programming for
nandicapped children has not been consistent. LRE has arrived as solicy
Tollowing a decade of gréctice in a similar but slightly differeﬁt
construct: "mainstreaming." Mainstreaming has never had a clear
sperational definition but, ir the years preceding P.L. g4-142, grew to
2xo2rt a considerable influence on placement practices for handicapped
children and became a common term in the American educational lexicon.
Mercer (1974) described mainstreaming as the educational equivalent of
acraoalization of a handicapped child's life experiences. Whereas some
authorities nave emphasized the social and instructional aspects of
mainstreaming, as well as simply the time in regular education, local
aducators all too often considered only the temporal factor. The result
s tha*t mainstreaming has frecuently become primarily an administrative
“unc-ion and, in the eyes of many educators and parents, is feared as a
~2zns for indiscriminate placement into regular class rather than as a

means of enriching educational placements.



The LRE provisior of P.L. 94-142 c-uld be interpreted as a reaction
to the unfavorable results achieved through short-sighted application of
the mainstreaming construct. Although the value of temporal integration
for the handicapped child in the regular class has been recognized, other
concerns, particularly achievement and social factors, are usually deemed
equally important in the determination of a "most appropriate" placement

to meet the learner's individual needs.

With the passage of P.L. 94-142, the doctrine of LRE has become a
national mandate. Given the complexities of the LRE concept and its
evolving definition based upon both legal precedent and educators'
interpretations, education agencies were faced with a difficult task in
attempting to construct a satisfactory decision-making process for
determining the appropriate, least restrictive placement for a
nandicapped child. The goal of this study, then, has been to examine and

to document implementation of this complex construct zt the local level.

Beport Organization

Chapter 2, Methodology, gives an overview of the manner in which the
study‘was conducted. Chapter 3, Sample Characteristics, presents the key
sharacteristics of the Local Education Agencies (LEAs) and cases in our
sample. The repressn:ztiveness of major variables is examined as well as
the interrelationships between those variables. Chapter %, Placement
Decision-Making, examines the overall procedures involved in placement
determination, including state and local policies concerning placement,
‘“ne consideration of options, categorical decisions, decisicn rules, and
other factors involved in the placement process. Chapter 5 explores the
ramifications of the LRE mandate: the extent to which LRE enters into
placement cdeliberations, the relationship between LRE and mainstreaming,
and factors involved in cases moving to more or less restrictive

environments.

Chapters 6 and 7 address the issues of Individualized Educational
olans (IEPs) and parent/student involvemen:t. respectively. In the first,

the content and sequencing of Indivicualized Zducational Plans are
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exanined; in the latter, the degree of participation and efforts to
encourage involvement are discussed. Chapter 8, Contextual Factors and
Constraints, explores the framework within which placement decisions are
made. The impact of contextual factors, such as legal activity anc
written policies, and constraints, such as staff shortages and fiscal

reimbursement, are examined. Finally, Chapter 9 presents our conclusions.

Chapters 4-7 contain the majc study findings and are organized
around four major areas of iavestigation: standard operating procedures
(federal, state, and local policies which address the issue being
discussed); determination of placement (the actual practices or the
effect of other practices on the manner in which placement is decided);
ancillary activities (additional activities, such as training, which
would facilitate placement dztermination); and constraints (disincentives
or factors whicn impede the cdecision-making process). Cs3e specific
information of an anecdotal nature 1s given throughout the report Lo
facilitate understanding of the data. Thus, LRE refers not only to
integration with non-handicapped stucdents, but also encompasses other
important educational considerations: proximity to home,
individualization, harmful effects, quality of services, use of
supplementary services, and a continuum of options frez which to choose

the proper placement.
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METHODOLOGY

To provide a state-of-the-art description of local placement
procedures, we observed meetings in three Local Education Agencies in
each of five different states. Data collection spanned_a two-month
period {March-May, 197%) and consisted of observations of all meetings on
selected cases from the time 2ll assessment data were collected until
placement (and scmetimes Individualized Educational Plans) were
determined. Through these observations, and follow-up interviews with
selected meeting attendees when necessary, a wealth of descriptive data
was collected. Additional information was obtained from written
materialg supplied by special educaticn directors in the study
localities. This information was supplemented, when necessary, by
discussions with special education administrative staff members about
their procedures foridetermining educational placement of handicapped

children.

This cnapter provides an overview of the basic study questions,
sampling procedures, and data collection activities and instruments used

L0 implement the study.

Research Questions

To organize our investigation of placement decision-mzking, 2 series
of research questions were generated and used to guide subsequent study
activities. As the following list illustrates, four broad areas of
concern were identified: standard operating procedures, placement

determination information to be collected), ancillary

2.1
O
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activities, and constraints. Within each broad area, specific study

concerns were specified. The research questions guiding this study were

] What standard procedures for determining placement are operating
at the local level?

.. What procedures exist for coordination between the Local
Education Agency and other agencies (public, private) which
serve handicapped children?

) How do Local Education Agencies determine placerent for their
hand icapped students?

.. What information is shared within the decision-making
environment?

.- How is this information shared?
.. How is this information used?
. Are placement options considered?

.. Is there 2 list of placement options available within the
district? Are extra-district options considered? (Are
they documented?)

- How many options were considered?
- In what order are they presented?
.. What criteria are used to evaluate placement options?
- Is LRE included as a criteria?
- How is LRE determined?

.. Wha“ provisions are made for interaction with

non-nandicapped peers?

- Are extra-curricular activities considered?
.. What is the sequence of the decision-making process?
.. What is the outcome of the placement meeting?

- What aspects of monitoring and/or evaluating the
implementation of the placement are considered?

—- Are the evaluation criteria specified?
-- Are responsible individuals identified?

o What types of ancillary activities at the Federal, State and
local levels have facilitated least restrictive placements for
nhandicapped students?

.. Have staff been provided inservice traininz?

. what type of monitoring procedures have been implsemented U~
‘he State =ducation 3gency and/or Local Education Agency?

n
N
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5] Wna: constraints impede placement in the least restrictive
environment?

. What are the effects of contextual variat’es on placement
decision-making?

Sampling

Sampling for this study was done on three levels: state selection,
Local Education Agency selection, and case selection. A total of 5
states, 15 local education agencies {school districts), and 96 cases were
included in ta collection. The procedures for selection of 2ach are

described below.

State Education Agency Sampling

The strategy for selection of states was not to allow for
generalizability to all 50 stales, but rather to capture the broadest
range of diversity possible. Thus, five states were selected primarily
for their variability on socio-demographic and special education relevant

characteristics as follows:

3 geographic region (1 Northeast, 7 Southeast, 1 Central, 1
Southwest, 1 Northwest)
R} funding formula (2 unit, 3 excess costs)
@ population density (2 nigh, 2 medium, 1 low)
® population size (1 high, 2 wedium, 2 low)
o ver capita income (2 high, 2 medium, 1 low)
) state versus local control (3 high, 2 low)
o sercent of handicapped served (3 nigh, 2 medium)

) 1978 Federal allocation (1 high, 2 medium nigh, 1 medium, 1 low)

Following appreval from BEH of the list of states and subsequent
commitment to participaze on the part of the chief school officer for
each state, the state directors of the special education departments were
contacted for assistance ia selection of local sducation agency

participants. Three loczl education agencies per state were selected.

Local EZducation Agency Sampling

The sample of local education agencies was based on z systematic plan

t0 2nsure representation of three xey charac-eristies: size, special

ny
L
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building facility, and availability of a wide range of placement

options. Two constraints in this design, however, were the non-mutually
exclusive nature of these characteristics (large districts tend also to
nave a wide range of optibns and special schools) and the limitation
within each state to three localities. To fully stratify on these three
characteristics would have required 12 districts within each state. Full
counter-balancing mignt also have implied that between-state comparisons
were to be conducted, which was not the case. Furthermore, the
non-mutually exclusive nature of the categories would have made filling

certain cells at the local level especially difficult.

Since diversity of procedures, rather than proportional
representativeness, was desired, we relied heavily on the state directors

of special education to identify three cooperative districts of varyin

0

ize and placement procedures. The actual sample ultimately consisted of
one large (urban), one medium (suburban or rural), and one small
{suburban or rural) district in each state, each with generally
idiosyncratic placemént features. Within the total sample of 15
localities, variations in special school fapilities and option continuums
were present. The actual local education agency sample characteristics

are presented in the next chapter of this report.

Case Sampling

For each size district in a state, a minimum number of cases was
required: three cases in small localities, six in medium, and nine in
la- .2 school districts. Thus, a total of 90 cases was the overall gozl
“or the study sample of cases. To allow for the greatest understanding
of each case and the reasons behind each placement decision, wﬁere
possible all meetings held for_a particular student, after assessments
nad been complated, were observed. Thus, eligibility meetings, placement
meetings, and meetings to develop Individualized Educational Plans were

included in our data collection.
Several key case characteristics were identified as important
varizbles wnich might affect the way in which placement decisions were

made. Other case features were purposely selected to ensure inclusion of

n
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a broad variety of case characteristics. In each state, field staff
selected cases representing different reasons for placement
decision-making (initial referrals, annual reviews, scheduled
reevaluations, and reevaluations for change in placement). Another
important consideration was to select cases at a variety of grade levels
{espezially preschocl and high school), with a variety of handicapping
conditions (especially low-incidence populations), and with varying
levels of severity. Thus, case selection was designed to maximize
variation and to allow observers to gather data on potentially
problematic placement decisions. One additional selection criterion for
cases superceded all previous ccnsiderations, however. DBecause of the
relative rarity of occurrence, cases where the placement decision or
discussion was likely to be controversial (parents disagreed, conflicting

assessment data, etc.) were given top priority for case selection.

Ultimately, the selection of cases was dependent upon the willingness
of district personnel to assist with identifying diverse cases as
discussed above, as well as parent willingness to give permission.
Because parent consent was required prior to study participation, and
because atypical or unusual cases were pﬁrposively selected, some degree
of »ias in the case sample is likely to exist. For this reason, caution

must be exercised when interpreting the data.

Ul<imately the selection of locél education agencies within states
depended upon the willingness of such agencies to col:.aborate in and to
assist with the selection of diverse cases as discussed abovs, as well as
parent will._ngness to give permission. Extensive guidance znd assistance
was required from the local director of special education, building
orincipals, and special education staff to fully select such a diverse

. I% was not possible or feasible to z priori fully describe the

0

a

({1

1
targe: sample. A clear and complete specification of the selection

1
w o

sriteria as well as procedures for field staff to confirm case selectiinn
7>

was necessar and contrisuted =0 a satisfactory variety of cases.

Cata collection involved tie use of three information-gathering

) structured observations, (2) iInformal, unstructured
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interviewing, and (3) file review. Field work covered 2 two-month period
in Spring 1979 (mid-March through mid-May). Applied Management Sciences'
permanent and temporary staff were trained in the relevant observation
and recording tecnniques and were responsible for all data collection

activities.

Two important issues arose in plaﬁning the date collection. One
issue related directly to securing “ane cooperation of the states,
localities, professional staff, .ni parents for study participation. The
second concerned the proposed methodology--specifically collecting
inforzation through an observer. We had to consider the impact which an
observer, who is recording and taking notes, would have on the conduct of
meetings, and possibly on the actual placement determination. Zach of

these issues will be discussed in turn.

Securing Cooperation

Once states had been selected, the Project Officer of the Bureau of
Tducation for the Handicapped made initial contacts with the Chief State
School Officers of each of the five states to determine potential
interest in study participation. This letter included an explanation of
assurances concerming the confidentiality of data collected. Copies of
this letter were sent to the State Coordinator of the Committee on
Tvaluation and I.. crmation Systems (CEIS) and the State Director of
Special Ecucation. Once willingness to participate was affirmed by the
state, Applied Management Sciences' project staff directly contacted the
State Directors of Special Education with an introductory letter
explaining the specific requirements of study participation at the state
apd local - distriet levels. We also requested their help in selecting
1ocal education agencies which would meet the sazpling criteria and be

cpen tc the possibility of study involvement.

“when the local education agencies were identified, we followed their
orescribed channels for securing participation in the study. Our data
coll=c-ion procedures, sampling plan, procedures Ior obtaining parental

a

'3

U

cicinpation and protezting conficdentiality of data were shared with the

,-:-'

cr

stricts ia our 2f%rits So secure their cooperation.
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After receiving local agreement, we implemented the sampling plan for

Q

ases. A letter wz2v developed to be signed by the parent and kept on

v

at the distric

1y

L1

]
ct

office and at Applied Management Sciences. The
letter was sent to the child's parents from the principal of the schcol;
i< explained the purpose of the study, procedures for protecting
confidentiality of data, and the requirements of study participation.
This letter served as permission for the field interviewer to observe any
meetings on that case and to disciss the case with school personnel, as
Wwell as with the parent, ih follow-up intervicis. To protect the
identity of study participants, 2ll names and other identifying deta were

expunged from the file copies after data were collected.

Observer Effect

The existence of an observer documentating what transpired at the
meeting probably influenced, to some degree, what was discussed and how

information was presented. The presence of an observer might have had

0

«me 2ffect not only upon the meeting cbntent, but also upon the
rationale for the final placement decision, or perhaps even upon the
decision itself. Where districts had standing team members, the effect
of the observer's presence was diminished a2s the team conducted more
meetings with observacion data being collected. In such cases, the
parents were at more of a disadvantage because they did not have

sppertunities to become accustomed to being observed.

There was no way to eliminate the effect the observer might have on
the placement process. The observers were, of course, as unobtrusive as
possible. Furthermore, the interviewers were asked to note any

indications of possible effects such as glances or comments directed to

T

nem. The observers also occasionally inquired, as part of the follow-up

<

intepview, whetner the interviewee felt the observer's cresence made a

(o9
'

diffaprance. (iven that the problem could not be eliminated, our approach

w23 to minimize it and attempt to =valuate how extensively the observers

affectad the placement <Zecision-making orocess.



Study Instrumenctation

Six basic instruments were developed to collect data on placement
practizes and policies. The core of data collection activities was the
observation system designed to capture information exchanged during
meetings. Statewide and district information were also recorded frcm
written documentation and discussions with administiative personnel.
Each of the study instruments is discussed in the following section.
Copies of the observation system can be found in the appendix.

Observation System (Note Form, Ubserver Report Form, and Case Information
Form)

The research questions presented at the beginning of this chapter
guided the development of the observation system. Given the nature of
the data collection and the fact that no structured questionnaires were
used, the observation system itself hac to be very specifie. In zddition
to coding the proceedings of meetings withirn specific observaticn
categories, the field interviewer augmented the system with notes
regarding information which: (1) was not codable within the existing

observation system and/or (2) verified or clarified the use of certain

codes.

Prior to the development of the observation instruments, project
staff used an e:~nographic approach in observing meetings in several
school systems in the Washington-Metropolitan area. This approach
proviaced direct information about actual placement practices in different
localities. We also familiarized ourselves with written procedures
reiated to placement through review of position papers related to LRE,
P.L. G4-142 procedures manuals, and planning models for educational
placement. Through ethnographic techniques during instrument
development, and our increasing familiarity with the placement process,
we were able to construct an observation system whicn accommodated the
realities of a2 variety of local placement procedures. Actual experiences
tnus served to mediate what is oftentimes the "idezl" of a position paper

witn real implementation effcr-tis.

O
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Coding categories emerged from the literature and were validated,
expanded, or deleted based upon ethnographic observation. Field testing
followed a three-stage process. First, draft copies of the study
instrumentation were distributed to the consultant resource pansl for
their review and comment. Seccnd, the developers of the observation
instrument tested the coding system on local placement team proceedings.
Tnird, a simulation of actual observation conditions took place. Two
Applied Management Sciences' staff members were trained in"the
observation system (both coding and ethnograpnic notetaking aspects).
Following the training ; ~ocess, they field-tested the system at meetings
conducted in schocls in the metropolitan area. Through this method we
were able to fisld-test both the study instrumentation and the trzining

comporent.

The nature of the research questions and the data collectiop
methodology dictated that the study focus on the content of ‘
parent-teacner (PT) meetings. Consegquently, the orocess aspects and
interpersonal -’namics of group decision-making were not investigated
within the scope of this study. The observation system was constructed
to code what transpired within the context of the PT meeting as opposed
0 now information was communicated--the type anc patterns of
interpersonal communication which were ongoing within the group

discussions were not considered for purposes of this study.

The final observation system consisted ¢f three core instruments: =2
note form to record meeting proceedings, a revort form on which the
content of each meeting was coded, a2nd a case information form which
summarized all data collected on a case (meetings, files, supplementary
discussions). The note form consisted merely of blank sheets of paper

marked with five-minute intervals. (One set of note forms ran from n.50

minutes.) These forms were used during the meetings to capture importaent

elements of discussion needed tc complete the Observer Report Form.
Following the meeting, then, the note forzs were used as a reference to

11 out the Observer Report Form. This latter instrument contained the
hulk of information collected on site: atterd

ees, content of meeting,

(AN

b
%



O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

extent of discussion, options considered, and decisions made. One cof
these instruments was filled out fer each meeting observed on a case.
Tinally, all information on each student was synthesized on a Case
Information Form. In addition to datz collected through observaticns of
meetings on a case, the results of file reviews and any discussions with
relevant personnel were summarized here. This form captured background
information specific to each case (sex, age, handicapping condition,
orior placements, and assessments). In addition, a brief narrative of
the decision-making process and ultimate disposition (placement decision,

degree of rezstrictiveness) was included.

State and District Data Forms

These instruments were used to recorc state education and local
education agency demographic information. Most data were collected
through document reviews (Annual Program Plans, administrative manuals,
and other special education mateials). Other informaticn was gathered
through on-site experience or discussions with relevant state or local
personnel. Examples of information contained on these forms included:
enrcllment figures, funding, placement options, handicapping conditions

served, and written policies/procedur:s related to LRE.

Loz {notebock)

Daily entries were made in this notebook to maintain a permanent

record of such things as:

<) cases identified for study

o meetings observed

e persons interviewed

o interesting practices uncovered

o difficulties encountered

<) gZeneral reflections on placement practices and policies.

The lcg served several purposes. First, was it an essential scheduling
nd comnunication link between fi=2ld staff covering different cases
during the course of the day. Secondly, it kept a running account of *he

types of items +that would be discussed at debriefing sessions following



data collection. Rather than depend on -ecz2ll at the end of the
eight-week data co.lection period, the log reccrded immediate and
accurate impressions of ongcing occurrences. These included problems,
strong points, peculiarities. ete., assoclated witnh the placement cases
and the field work.

fond
13

inally., the log was an invaluable assistance to the subsequent
qualitative datz analvsis and retrospective conclusions wnich make up the
bulk of this report. O0ften the data collector on site witnessed much
potentially useful inlormation of an anecdotal nature which wculd

otherwise have been lost. The log, therefore, served as a forum for som

o

(D

a3

of the gualitative assessments which have been —a2de and conclusions whic
have been drawn.

Unstructured interviesws were conducted after the PT meetings. At a

inimum, the following participants were interviewed:

e parent

ol teacher

© zdministrative representative or principal
) s-hool psychologist.

hese interviews were used to verify the initial perceptions and
coservations of the field interviewer as well as to supply data to

complate gaps in necessary information. These interviews were of an

orocesses which were obser ad within the individual PT meeting. The
con’ at of these interviews was determined by information which the

arv

observer was not zble to record. For example, il was sometimes rzcess

to 2larify such information as:

2 implied decision rules

) final placement decision

9 perceived rationale for placement

2 sz=tisfaction with placement decision.
The content of interviaws relatzd to these areas was not the same Jor zll
2ases or Sor the 2T members of the same group. Ccntent was deternined on
an individual zacis. 2robes for Surther Information were only reguirsc

T~ T

lzted to a particular area wWwas necessary.

O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



izta ccllection, extensive trzining

a
. All field staff members hrad
acducation, counseling, or sociology.
sessions, observers were given 2 basic set of required readings to
~iliarize them with necessary content of the study. With this
sackground reading and through discussions during training, they

the ability draw implications about decision rules which

d
were operating within the context of placement meetings.

Thoroug:s training of the field staff was absolutely essential to the
zssurance of quality in data collection. Careful selection, development,
and oresentation of materials was the key to communicating the overall
study design to the trainees. This was extremely important since the
observation and interviewing required that they comprehend fully content
wnich would allcw them to make appropriate and reliable judgments about
meeting proceedings and the specifics of the indivicual unstructured

interviaws.

In addition to the required readings, training consisted of practice
in coding video-taped simulations of placement meetings. Hypothetical
cases were also positted to prepare trainees for the range of situations
waicn could be encountered. A variety of these sessions provided
sractice in coding an ethnograpnic notetaking as well as in follow-ud

interviewing.

411 trzinees were required to achieve a trainee-criterion reliapility
level of at least 0.75. In order %to assure that field staff were
2pplying the coding system properly and were recording other pertinent

nforma

ct

} o

ion, reliability was measured during training, as well as

O]

eriodi

(@]

ally thereafter, throughout the data collection periocd.
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SAMPLE CHARACTERISTICS

This chapter presents a description of sample characteristics for the
15 local education agencies which were visited and the 96 individual
cases (13U meetings) which were observed. Through examination of site
characteristics such as urban, rural, and suburban location; ethnicity;
and special education expenditures and case characteristics such as zage,
sex, and handicapping condition, this chapter provides background
information to a2ssist in understanding and interpreting the major study

findings in the remzining chapters.

LEA Sample Characteristics

As discussed in the Méthodology chapter, both states and districts
within states were selected to represent a brozl diversity of
characteristics of interest to an investigation of placement procedures

T

related to LRE. Four major contrast variables exhibited a fair degree of

independence:
] geo-social differentiation (urban, rural, suburban location)
) athnicity (above or below 20% minority enrollment)
o special education expenditures (greater or less than regular
education expenditures)
o locus of control (centralized/autonomous placement procedures)
. 31 ;
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An adcditicnal contrast variable, size of total enrcllment (regular
and special ecducation), was nhighly correlated with geo-social
diffapentiation. 4s would be expected, urbtan districts had the nighest
‘ ,861); and rural
(3,5895). Because of the strong rclationship between these two varliables,
only the geo-social distinction was used in cross-tabulations; the
enrollment variable, nowever, may be considered embedded in the

geo-soclial figures.

Table 3.1 presents 2 cross-tabulation of the four main conirast
variables across ae 15 districts. Inspection of this table suggests a

satisfactory degree of independence between contrasts. This situation

U

ermits using the four major contrasts as crossbreaks on other lccal
sducation agency characteristiacs of interest. Nevertheless, there were
some clear relationships witnin the contrast cross-tabulations, 211 in
the expected direction. The most striking of these was a close
associatic - petween locus of control of placement procedure (centralized

- autonomous) and geo-social differentiation.

It should be pointel out, however, that any associations should not

be interpreted as representztive of conditions occurring in a general
pooulation (i.e., public education on a national level). As was
discussed in the Methodology chapter, the selection of states, districts,
and individual cases was purposive rather than rardom. This factor, plus
“he very small numbers of exemplars (5 states, 15 districts, 96 cases),
strongly attests against the use of inferential statisties or
gene—~2lization of results to larger populatiocns. The purpose of
deseribing the sample characteristics was purely to define the samples
smployed in this study. On many educational and demographic items, the
aggregate characteristics of the 15 districts did conform toc national

data trends and this was intended. But on numerous others, and these

will become clear during the following expositions, there were important

(o8

jffarences which resulted from our purposive efforts to select divergent

and "interesting" cases.

Tach of “he four contrast variables shown in Table 3.1 is discussed

nelow, follcwed by an examination of tneir interrelationsnips.
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A ON CONTRAST VARIABLES

District Frequencies (Percent)

Special Educ. Placenent
Geo-Social Ethnicity Expenditure “rocedure
N Sub- High Low Low Per High Per Cen- Auto-
LEA Characteristics Urbarn urban Rural Minority Mincrity| Capita Capita tralized nomous
Geo-Social:
Urban 4 "4 (1C0) 2 (50 2 {50) 2 (50) 2 (50) 0 4 (100)
Suburban 3 3 (100) 1 (33 2 (67 1 (33) 2 (87) (67} 1 (33}
Rural 8 | 8 (10037 5 (63) 3 (38} 4 (50) 4 (50) 5 (63) 3 (38;
Ethnicity:
High-Mincrity 812 {25) 1 (13)'5 (63) 8 (100} 5 {63) 3 (38) 3 (38) 5 (63)
(Enrollment  720%) '
Low-Minority 712 (29) 2 {(29) 3 (43) 7 (1W00)Y 1 2 €2%) 5 (71} § (57) 3 (43)
(Enrollment  20%)
LEA Special Educ. ’
Expenditure:
l.ow Per Capita | 712 (29) 1 (14} 4 (57} 5 (71) 2 (29) 7 (100) 4:-(57} 3 (43)
{Less than Regular :
Educ.)
High Per Capita 812 (25) 2 (25) 4 {(50) | 3 (38) 5 (63) 8 (1C3) 3 (38) 5 (63)
{More than Regular
Edue.)
P1acement Procedures:
Centralized 7 10 2 (29) 5 (71) 3 (43) 4 (57} 4 (57) 3 (43} 7 (109)
{Totally Developed
by LEA, SEA)
Autonomons 8 14 (50) 1 (13) 3 (38) 5 (63) 3 (38) 3 (38) 5 (63) 8 (100)
(Some Control at
Building Level)
%
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Jeo-social Differentiation

Four districts were characterized as urban, three as suburban, and

1. These descripiisns were supplied by state directcrs of
tion (or their representacives) wheo selzcted the districts
to fit those categories. The high occurrence of rural and smaller
districts in the sample reflects the fact that such districts make up the
highest proportion of school systems in the United States. (In fact,
current estimates (DHEW, 1979) indicate that approximately 90 percent of
school systems have enrollments below 5,000 students, and about 77

percaent have enrollmenis under 2,500.) The selection of urban, subur-an,

)

nd rural systems ¥2s an attempt to achieve suitable representation of

istricts on geographic and population varizsbles.

&

£

Nationally, minority students comprise approximately 20 percent of
total enrollment in public schools (1977 figures reported in the 1979

National Center for Education Statistics report, The Condition of

Zducation). In our sample, the average minority enrollment (sum of

3lack, Hispanic, American Indian, and Oriental) across the 15 districts
was 24 percent, =lightly above the nztional figure. We dichotomized
districts on the ethnicity variable by subdividing them intc a high

minority enrollment group (greater than or equal to 20%) and a low

2]

inority enrollment group (less than 20%). This produced two groups of

irly equal size (seven low districts, eight high).

Special Education Expenditure

igures for regu_ar and special education funding were collected from
extant budgetary reports in the local education agencies. We tried to
obtain separate figures for federal, state, znd local allocations, but
the budgsets often did not include these distinctions; when these
breakdowns were requested, it sometimes proved undul:r arduous to extract
them. In fact, overall budgetary figures were often inconsistent and
required follow-up contacts with district accounting personnel to clarify

or verify the numbers. Consequently, the major effort was limited to



collecting overall <otals for public education funding and separate
tstals for special education funding within local education agencies.

et of varietiss and

[(]

The issue of special =ducation funding and thz =2ff
&N

vagaries in state funding formulze Is oore extensively discussed 1in

'™

Chapter 8 of this repor:.

For our preliminary analyses, special education funding was simply
subtracted from regular education monies. This remainder was interpreted
as funding for regular education. Within each district the separate
sources (regular and special) were divided by student enrollments to
provide per capita estimates of the expenditure on each. Surprisingly,
in some districts, less per capita money was spent on handicapped
children than on general education students. This outcome may reflect
the fact that zany spacial students received a large part of their
instruction in the regular classroom. Consequently, only a small part of
their educa ion was supported by special funds. This fact, and the
differences in accounting practices among school systems, worked to
produce a deflation in the per capita funding for special education.
Nevertheless, and as subsequent anzlyses demonstrated, there still
remained marked differences in funding related to contrast variables and

they operated in the expected directions.

For purposes of the funding contrasts. the 15 districts were
subdivided into two groups: low per capita and nigh per capita. an
arbitrary but convenient criterion for determining membership in these

s the relative degree of per capita funding for regular or
special education. Low districts were those (seven cases) in which less
w#as spent on the handicapped student (at least in terms of "excess" cost )
than on the regular student. Conversely, there were eight high per
capita distriets. Admittedly, this criterion was only a crude
approximation but, given the irregularities and inconsistencies of the
available data, it was the best that cculd be developed, zand served to

Zenerate 2 useful crossbreak on this variable.

)
N
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A finzl, major contrast varizabdl in this ana’lysis of

(0]

rative and crocedural control

=]
cr

sraracteristics was the locus of adminis
over the placement process. As was previocusly mentioned, this construct
«2s 2n important consideration in the seleciion of states. Through a

-~ I

content anzlvsis of state authority cdatz {(statutes, constitutions, court

-~

cpinions), Wirt (1978) ranked the 50 states oxn school centralization of
CUsing his rankings, and confirmatory contacts with the Office
of Zducation and individual state representatives, we had selected three
states as being highly centralized and two as low. During datas
collection, however, we discovered tha: the degree of centralization (or
autonomy) varied greatly within states and was not especialliy related to
Wirt's overall rankings. In a given state, some districts might play
trong central roles in the determination of placement procedures while
others exerted lesser or only minimal control. Sometimes procedures were
determined individualistically at a building or, even, Dlacement team

level,

We contrasted those districts where policies were completely uniform
and standardized across buildings and meetings (centralized: seven
districts) with those where varying degrees of self-direction and
interpretation were allowed (autcnomous: eight districts). Although
nighly subjsctive, these distinctions were -ased not only on a synthesis
of State, distric:, ard building level documents but alsc on multiple,
direct observations by our field staff of actual procedures.
Furthermore, ocur deductions showed that the resulting breakdowns were

reilated to other districts' characteristics in an anticipated fashion.

Relaticnsnips Between Major Contrast Variables

Returning to Table 3.1, one can see that most of the intersections
setween the crossel contrast variables appear relatively independent. 1In

a few areas, however, some interesting relationships are suggested.
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Perhaps the most striking relationship iIs that Detween geo-social
ategory and placement procedure (lccus of control). It contains the
1y empty cell in the table: thare were 10 centralized urban

distriects. At first, this may seem surprising because urban districts

re the ncst zeograpnicallv centralized. On the other hand, they are

iments. Tor

3

so the largest; and their scheools have the highest enrol

these rezsons, each building (and, in some cases, subdistrict) has th

O
O
‘O
o
"3
ct
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to develop & major degree of self-control. Within
burezuocracies there may be an inverse relationship between size and
degree of control. As individual components {schocols, 'in this instance)
hecome larger. they develop their own centralized structure and internal
operating procedures. It should be pointed out, however, that "autonomy"”
=s measured nere is not total, but refers only to some degree of
self-direction. Autonomous districts in our sample differed from
entralized in that the latter used placement procedures that had been
totally determined at a centralized level. And, of course, what 1is
reflected here was true only for this sample of districts and should not

eneralized to other situations.

(e2
(]
1]

Among the other cross-tabulations in this table there were also some
interesting relationships, though not quite as clear-cut. A majority o:
“he high-minority enrollments were in rural distriects. This bears noting

hecause it diffsrs from current national trends which find increasing

minority enrollment in urban areas. Further there was some
correspondence between funding and minority enrollment. High minority

LL

districts had slighly less spending per capita while low minority

Zigtricts had somewhat higher levels of per capita spending.

Relationship Between Major Contrast Variables and Other District

Characteristics

Several other interesting relationships emerged when the major
sontrast variables were examined in light of other sample characteristics

septinent to the study. These additional district characteristics

(&%)
~
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o special education enrcllment and slzcement options {specizl
scnhools and cross-distriet placements)

Fo) special education funding level (per capita expenses)

o special education staifing {(cupil:iteacher ratic)

o nandicapping conditions served

Tach of these characteristics is discussed below.

Soecial Education Enrollment and Placement Options. Table 2.2

presents enrollment characteristics in the sampled districts. Total
regular and special education enrolliment varied according to uroan,
suburban, and rural location and according to locus of control

{centralized/autonomous). The high enrollment of urban school districts

was largely responsible for the higher enrollment in autonomous

districts, as these two variables were related.

The percent of students enrolled in special education across a1l
districts (10%) was higher than the current national average (8%) but
less than the optimal figure often mentioned by the Bureau of Education
for the Handicapped (12%). Differences in the percent served conformed
to expectation: nigher percentages of students in special education were
fournd in districts with high minority enrollments (12.5% vs. 7.1%), and
in districts with low per capita spending for special education (12.4%
vs. T.9%).

One-third of the local education agencies (5) had separate special
education schools; this characteristic was most closely related to size
(urban) and autonomy of the district. Three out of four urban districts
nad special schools, ar 2ll districts with special schools were
autonomous. The presence of special schools may partially explain ctne
non-centralization of those districts containing them. Special schools
are zore likely to develop their own separate policies and procedures
than special programs contzined within and spread throughout lccal

education agencies.

(S}
.
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e azverage numbers of cross-district placements were alsc related o

distr =t size in an 2xpected pattern. More ocut-of-district placements

Ik

cceurrec in smaller rural systams, wnlle more into-district placements
cccurred in the larger systems. In our sampls, thers was also a
suggestion of lower cross-district clacements (both intc and cut-of) in

niga minority Jistricts. However, the figures for all of
cress-district measures were very small, ani zinimal importance should te

attr.outed to them.

Speciar Tducation Funding Charzcteristics. Tabliz 3.3 provi.es a

description of general funding charactsristics across the 15 local
ecducation agenciss. Total aducation funding is presented to point out
the very large sums of money spent on public education at the current
time (the average expenditure per district was $26,829,000). Of greater
interest to this study were the per capita figures for regular and
special educaticn and the ratio between those figur:zs within the 12
districts. The average per capita ratio across all districts was 1.37;

thar is, ©

V3

the average, 1.31 times as much money was spe... on 2
nandicappec student as on a regular education student. As wes noted
earliier, this figure dees not control for the amount spent on regular
eduecation services for many handicacved chili:ren and is, therefore, an
underestimate of the cost of serving handicapped students. Available

data 4id not z21low for a correction based on tnis "excess™ cost factor.

Special Zducation Staffing. Table 3.4 contains information on

special education staffing across the sampled districts. The averags
ratio of special education students to teachers within cur sample was
20.2, very close to the national averaze of 19.7 (computed from 1977-7&
data supplied by the Bureau) as was the r-tic of students to total
special education personnel (sampled districts - 11.7; national average -
.3). Some of the staffing variations between district contrasts were
Interesting. For example, the averzge percent of self-contained teachers
5

over all 15 districts was 51.4. However, the percent of self-contained

(6N
.
pos
D
-
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TARLZ 3.3 L3 FUNDING CHARACTEZRISTICS AND SELECTED CROSS~TABULATICNS
: LIZA Charzac- ?lacement K
i teristics Geo-Social Ethnicity Procedure Averag
1 n
i ; < us , ;
i : Sub~ ! High Low i Cen= Auto- {Mean)
- i Urban  urban Rural i Mirority Mino:ity | ¢ralized ncmous
furcing Characteristics . N=¢ N=3 N= | N=3 N=7 P N=7 N=8 N=18
i 1
- vz - - 3 - : - - ~ i - -
gtal Zaucation Funding: 72,484 20,018 6,357 21,428 52,002 ¢ 11,733 40,020 25,829
Thousands of Dollars ;
iy m e Ly = . crp | " -
Soecial Zducatica Fuading: Q,327 i,544 566 | 2,%0¢ 2,481 | S48 3,118 3,1M
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ers in nigh zinority districts waé 36.9; in low minority districts
it was 58.0. In comparison, the percentage of resource-room teachers was
£1.9 in nigh minoriv- school systems and 23.3 in low minority systems,
wicn a sample average of 43.9 percent. This suggests 2 very different
use of self-contained and resource-room services between districts that

had high or low minority enrcllment.

Yandicapping Conditions Served. A broad variety of handicapping

condizions was identified and served by the districts in our sample.
Table 3.5 arrays the percent of children served by hancicapping
conditions across tne contrasting variables. Figures are derived frcm
loczal education agency child court data. A separate sub-table below it

shows “ne number of classification options used in different districts.

I+ should be moted that the cverall percentages from our sample
districts differed a good deal frow current rational figures as well as
rom sxpected levels of occurrence. Table 3.6 shows the current national
averages. =he district (sample) averages, and the expected levels
{consensus of authorities) of the incidence of handicapping conditions.

A most notable difference occurs in the category of specific learning

'
(@)
|-
0]
1]
r
b
’.J

:1ities. The sampled districts had an average incidernce of this
condizicn of 4.8 percent, which wz2s 10 percent above the level

norities projected and 13 percent higher than the current national

)
1
(83
73
]

27orage.  Smaller, but noteworthy, differences existed for other
condizions as well.

“itain the sample, minor variations occurred across district
sztegories in the percent of students served and the variety of labels
2s2d. In general, urdban and low minority districts reported nigher
“avals of less common handicapping conditions and used a brcader range of

~lz2ssifization nomenclature.

o~
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TABLE 3.5: PERCENT OF HANDICAPPING CONDITIONS SERVED

i National District Expectedl/
i Handicap Classification Average Szaple Incidence
E Specific Learair_ Disability 21.5 354.8 25.0

l

!

! Speech Impaired 35.2 27.7 29.2
Mentally Retarded 26.1 21.1 19.2
Severe/Zmotional Disturbance 7.8 10.3 16.7
Visuzlly Handicapped 1.0 1.1 .8
Orthopedically Impaired 2.3 2.0

4,2
Healtn Impaired - 3.8 .3
Hard of Hearing .8 1.2
2.4

~ Dezf .3 .5

|

; Otner - 2.3 .5

— Percents interpolated from Office of Education, DHEW, estimates, 1975S.

)
.
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Case Caracteristics

The major activity of this study was the observation of meetings on

3% individual (student) placement cases. This section of the chapter

describes in brief the basic characteristics of the cases selected. Of

primary interest and discussion are the reasons for case selection,
nandicapping conditions of the sample cases, and demographic

characteristics (sex, ethnicity, and type of case).

Reasons for Case Selection

Given the anticipated difficulties in acquiring the range of cases
desired and the variety of selection criteria used, the reasons for
choosing particular cases were carefully documented by the field staff.
Table 3.7 provides an actual case-by-case description of the primary
selection factors used in the sampling. As was previously mentioned, the
purposive selection of cases by issue-oriznted factors wes severely
constrained by the actual availability of placement cases during the
iimited observation period and within the small sample of districts.

This tznle reflects these ccnstraints as well as our attempts to sample

anusual and difficult cases.

Handicapping Condition

A central feature of the sampling approach was the selection of cases
that would represent both a broad diversity of handicapping conditions
and a variety cf procedural complications. For these reasons, the actual
cases selected were neither representative of national nor even local
Aistributions. Table 3.8 makes this divergence from norms clear. Four
types of handicapping conditions were sampled much more than their
aatural ocecurrence: Severe/Emotional Disturbance, Visually Handicapped,

Orthopedically Impaired, and Health Impairec. The first condition was

O

ver-selected because of the potentially controversial nature of this

r

yoe of case as well aa the possibilily of greater discussion regerding

poropriate placement and district. For similar reasons, in reverse,

m
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REASONS FOR SELECTING CASES

PERCENT OF CAsES)/

2
Je

REASQON
(N=96)
o
Jne of first cases selectad in LZA 26
(n=25) :
To nalance number of initial referrals 14 |
and re-evaluaticns {(n=13)
Child is severely handicappec 13
(n=12)
To balance grade level distribution 13
{n=12)
lacement is iikely to be an issue 11
(n=11)
To salance distribution of handicapping 3
conditicns {n=9)}
Child is blind, deaf or seriously 3
amotionally disturhed <n=8)
JQtner 4
(n=38) i
/Multiole responses were allowed.



TABLE 3.3: SAMPLED CiSES COMPARED TO LEA AND NATIONAL DISTRIZUTIONS

LEA

g6 Distri- National

g Cases butions Averages

Handicapping Condition: (N) (%) (%)
|
. Specific Learning Disability 28 34.8 21.5
| Speecn Impaired 3 27.7 35.2
Mentally Retarded 21 21.1 26.1
Social/Emotional Disturbance 24 10.3 7.6
Visually Handicapped 4 1.1 1.0
Ortnopedically Impaired 8 2.0 2.3
Hezltn Impaired 8 2.0 2.3
Hard-of-Hearing 1 .8 2.4
Deaf 0 .3 2.4
ther E 2.3 -
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Speech Impaired cases {3) were under-sampled. Visually Handicapped,
Ortnopedically Impaired, a2nd Health Impaired cases were sampled more than
their proportional representation because they involved less common
olacements. Low incidence conditions, because of their infrequency,
present novel and unfamiliar conditions which could challenge the pro

forma operztion of 2 staading placement team.

Demographic Characteristics

Table 3.9 gives general demographic characteristics of the sampled
cases. There were more males (56) than females (40) which is typical of
general trends in special education. The distribution of minority
student cases (26%) was fairly representative of their general occurrence
in the sample districts (24%). Type of Case refers to the causative
source of the referral for each of the 36 cases which were followed.
Comparison figures were not available but the lower figures for Scheduled
Reevaluations (15) and Reviews (13) in our samples did not reflect the
high occurrence of these types in gZeneral practilue {especially at the end
of the school year, when data collection was conaucted). Because these
cases were typically pro forma in nature and rarely resulted in placement
changes or controversies, Initial Referrals and Reevaluatlons for Change
in Placement were purposively over-selected, resulting in

snderrepresentatisn of Annual Reviews and Scheduled (3-year)

Tn observing these sample characteristics, 1t should be noted that
they reflect a non-representative selection {relative to national
fizures). Less frequent nandicauvping conditions and uncommon types of

cases were represented more “han they would be in a rardom sample. Tnis

=5€e
situation wes 2 direct result of the case selecticn design which was

f L

svised o obtain cases representing a brcad diversity of variables.

Mow that an overview of district and case charza

1

c
given, the following chapters present our study findings whicn should be
intaroreted in light of tr: limitations thus far discussed.

e
.
¥



TABLE 3.9: G

m

NERAL CHARACTERISTICS OF CASES

CASE INFCRMATICHN CHARACTERISTICS PERCENT OF TOTAL
(N=96)
A. Sex: Male 58
{n=508)
Female 42
n=40)
TOTAL 100
(N=386)
3. Ethnic Group: Non-Minority 8¢
(n=66)
§lack 17
(n=16)
Hispanic 7
(n=7)
Otner Minority 2
(n=2)
Unknown 5
(n=5)
TOTAL 100
(N=96)
C. Type of Case: Initial Referral 40
(n=38)
Reevaiuation for 34
Change in Placement (n=33)
Scheduled Reevaluation 16
(n=15)
Revyiew 10
___In=10)
TOTAL 100
(N=386)

(A
~N
O
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PLACEMENT DECISION-MAKING: THE PROCESS

This chapter describes the processes and procedures local school
districts use to determine‘educational placements for handicapped
children. t begins with an overview of the requirements of Public Law
94-142 regarding educational placements and continues with a description

of the way local districts place students.

In addition to the background section addressing Federal guidelines,
four other organizing categories are used in presenting the findings:
standard operating procedures, determination of placement, ancillary
activities, and constraints. Because this chapter deals specifically
Wwith placement determination, the majority of information is contained
under that organizing category. Within that subsection, primary areas of
discussion include: the nature of placement meetings; consideration of
input data; consideration of options; criteria for placement; and
categorical decisions. Highly specific anecdotal information is
dispers2d tnroughout the discussions to facilitate understanding of the
data.

3ackground

ten parental consent must be obtained vefore conducting a
i

iecement evaluation.

O
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A full and individual evaluation of the child's educational
needs must be conducted before any action is taken with respect
to the initial placement.

wl

. The eligibility and placement decision is made by a group of
seople including people knowledgeable about the child, the
meaning of the evaluation data, and the placement options.

L. The eligibility and placement decision is based upon 2 variety
of sources including aptitude and achievement tests, teachers'
recommendations, physical condition, social/cultural background,
and adaptive behavior.

un

Information must be documented and carefully considered.

Oh

The placement decision is made in conformity with the LRE rules.

-

The placement decision must be made on an individual basis.

[8:0]

. If 2 determination is made that a child is eligible for special
sducation and related services, an I1EP must be developed for the
child.

Written parental consent must be obtained before initial
nlacement in a programn.

0O

10. Reevzluations of the child are conducted every Cthree years, or
rore frequently if conditions warrant, or if the child's parents
or teacher requests a reevaluation.

11. Written notice must be given to parents 2 reasonable time before
the public agency pr doses or refuses to initiate or change the
identification, evaluation, or educational placement of the
child or the provision of a free appropriate public educaticn to
the child.

n

. A continuum of alternative placements must be available to meet
the special education and related service seeds of handicapped
children. !This continuum is defined specifically to include
instruction in regular classes with resource room or itinerant
services, special schools, home instruction, and instruction in
nospitals and institutions.)

Additionally, local education agencies are given direction regarding

tne need to "insure that handicapped chilcren have available to them the
7ariety of educationzl programs and services available to nonhandicapped
children served by the local education agency including art, music,
industrial arts, cor-umer and homemazking ecucation and vocational
sducation.” This varisty of educational progrzms and services available

‘s not confined to those listed, but includes the right of access o any

programs or activities iIn whiah nonhandicapped children participate
e}

{Section 127z2. 305).
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.306 *he 2nabling legislation further evpands those

activities in which hardicapped children have @ right to be involved.
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acurricular and nonacademic services, recreational

activicsies, special interest g:oups or c¢lubs sponsored by a public zgency.
J 2 J (

S

Furthermore, the Regulations require that in arranging for thess
nonacademic and 2xtracurricular activities (meals, recess periods, ete.)
eacn public agency is responsible to insure that each ha.dicapped child
participates with nonhandicapped children to the maximum extent

aporopriate to meet the neeaw of that child.

Standard Operating Procedures

"Standard opserating procedures" refers to guidelines contained in

district documencs regarding placement Cecision-making. At some sites,
stricts had their cwn set of policies which tney had written and
pudiished. In others, the only informaticn on policies that the
cbsarvers cou.d obtain were state arplication forms which the districts
were required to sign when applying for P.L. 9U-142 funds. Most state
zpplications cit the Law or the Rules and Regulations verbatim and
required the districts to give "assurances"™ that these procadures were
being inplemented. In those districts in which no other policies and
prccecdures were Dublished, these state applications nad to be accepted zs

22ing representztivs of the districts' standard operating procedures.

Revisw o7 district plans submitted to the state education agency
provided information on local procedures related to placement
decision-maizing and the LRE principl In general, the districts
included references to Tederal znd state laws as they rslated to these
‘ssues. In most cases, however, districts did not go much beyornd

o
*rming or concurring with the pniloscophnical intent of state and

reconfl
Taderzl requirements. Tror example, a distriet would simply affirm its
cermitment To M"z2pply the deoctrine of Least Restric Altematives 0

- ~ - -~ < T A -~ -~
c.acaments. On the other nand, there wx@re isolated 1nscantes wnere =z
!
5.3
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district was zuch more comprenensive in its assurance that LRE was a

meaningful consideration which influenced educational placement decislons
for nandicapped students: "handicapped students are to be educated wita
ncnhandicapped students except when the handicapped student's educational
crogress would be slowed, the quality of his or her educational services
would be narmed, or the student's behavior is repeatedly and demonstrably

disruvtive of other students' programs.”

The formal name of the Dlacement committee usually varied across

states with such labels as Educational ~lanning and Placement Committee

{EPPC), Identification, Placement, Review, and Dismissal Committee

3

(IPRD), Child Study Team, and/or the Individualized Educational Plan
Committee. More informally, meetings were referred to as scnocl level

staffings, central committee, pre-placement staffing, or Just meetings.

In reviewing the district arnual plans, it was difficult to identify
a seguence and number of distinct meetings associated with cthe placement
orocess. Meny of the less formal meetings were bullding specific and
convened at the direction and discretion ¢f the local administrator.
They were, therefore, not required across all schools and were not

svsically inciuded in the form of written policy.
v

<

Some districts plans specifically identified participants cf the
slacement committee meetings. These typically included: the student’
szoner, special education supervisor, parents, student and, for an
izl referral, a member of the evaluation team. Usually there was no
mer-ion of distriect staff representatives who were required to attend or
now many members of the committee in attendance constituted a quorum. In
our of the five states, the parent seemed to be the crucial member of
tne tezm who should e present in order for deliberations to begin. One
limited the number of voting (or decision-meking) committae
members S0 no mare than seven persons, stating that others may serve as
resource persons only. in ancther district the policy regarding
sartisipaticn in placement meetings limitsd to three the number of

Jarscns Yhe parents were permitied to invite.
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In general, district materials did not discuss how a placement
decision should be made. Little was detailed about the types of
informational data which must be presented or shared by the placement
group. To the extent that the group included an individual who was
involved in the evaluation or was knowledgeable about the evaluation
results, it could be inferred that evaluation data would be a topic of
discussion in the meeting and therefore considered in dete~mining

lacement.

All fifteer districts indicated that a continuum of altermative
placements did exist wichin the district. The mcdels in use included:
itinerant, resource room, self-contained, and residential placements.
Some districts described in writing each of the special education and
related service progrz-s available within the district. 1In one of these
program descriptions the criteria for enrollment were specifi:d: "the
student must be able to work at the 50 percent production le 21 or
above." Usually private facilities within the district werc not included

in descriptions of azvailable altemative placements. This zay be an

»
o]

indication that such private placements are not routinely considered in

olacement deliherations.

wnen describing now the placement decision should be made, one
district stated, "for students with special needs, the decision for
special accormcdations and services must be set cut in a consensus
decision supported by the balarnze of evidence and argument." One other
district specified that decisiorns ~f the committee would be determined by
a consensus of professionazl mempers of the committee, and further defined
consensus o mean "all professional persons are in agreement." If
parents disagreed with the eligibility <zcision they could: (1) submit a

ainority report for consideration by the superintendent or {2} request in

writing 2 cue process nearing.

-1

’n nearly all districts the standard operating procedures met the
requirements of the Law, and in a few cases they exceeded the Law. For
axample, P.L. §<=142 reguires parent consent for preplacement evaluation
and f

initial placement, out only written rnotification when proposin

~
~
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A
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is for the zcotual ce..luet of the meeting, meost distrists did nrt

crovide written details zbout the nature of and order Zor presenting
sr-aticn. A review district Serms which documant t<he meeting 1id

-rovide scme ~luzs as to the types of data wnhich must ce presented and

L)

{

-n2 deciszions whaic) must de macde 2% cach kind of meeting. The cortent o

ir:d, 2%t 2 minimum, the general topies which should de

recording Cata and could nelp guide the group in the placement
“ats~minmation crocass. To the extent that all dblanks were fille? 1in and

=22 form signed bDv the parents, the placement decision (or Individualized

Q]
[p%
5.
O

ztional Plan) could be considered completed.

Dsterminazion of Placement

Tre na=ure of the decision-making process at the local leve. make it
2ie9iault to identify who actually determined placement and wnen that
dscision was really made. It seemed that onlv onz or two distriect staff
mamhers decided where the handicapped ciaila -..culd be placed; this

end

ation was then presented to a committee for pro forma approval.

Tnless 1ere was obvious disagreement about where a child should be

nla~ed, there really was anot much need to convene the placement committee

stmer than to dresent the decisior to parents and/or other professional

s2z27f who would be involved.
‘Tni3 finding i3 supported by results of a study of placement
~Asmmittees conducted .n the 3tate of Connecticut, where researchers

2 1uded that decisions were made by one or two members of the
s.zcement committee and not "r-ougn he group <2cision-making »rcless.
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The Nature of Placement Meetings. Our studyv included observations of

of placement related meetings: (1) formal pre-placement

»

q
staffings; (2) planninz committee meetings (because with initial

referral, the subject of eligzibility was often a part of the committee’s
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Placement Meeting Procedures. Placement committee meetings were

sometimes conducted 2% as many as three different administrative levels
Wwithin the school system: at the school bullding level, the regional
office, and at a central (district) committee. That is, several
placement meetings had to be convened before finzl abproval of the
recommended plecement. Parental approval of the placement in such
instances was parallel to district approval; parents, however, were not
involved 2t each juncture in the process. Once the district was in
agreepent with thz recommended placement it was presented to parents; or
cnce parents hac essentially agreed with the placement, the case went

through the decision-mzking process at the district level.

411 15 districts in the sample conducted at least one meeting which

ctr

focused or tne determination of =ducational placement for the child
and/or the development or the Indivicdualized Educational Plan. ZParents
were Invited to attend at least one meeting of this type. Parents weres

rarely invited to pre-planning meetings conducted by district personnel.

A~

‘When tnese meetings were ~f a formal nature, they typically were convened
to discuss a rnumber of cases and/or to share the progress on cases which
ware within the referral system. In a large district such staffings
ded -~epresen-:tives c¢f several disciplines (social work, specizl

u
=ducation, speech and n ~ing, occupational and physical therapy); as
2

zany as 20-20 4different czses would be discussed. Frequently, in thase
sLaffings professionals directly involved with 2 case would begin %9

informally consider a child's eliginility ’or special education services

-

or 20Ssibls placemen

~

3. L1n some districts this type of neeting was ne’ il



O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

2c Sne building level: it included orofessional stalf assigned to that

“uilding and covered cases of students currently attending that

“n 2% least “ive sitas, district personnel neld preliminary meetlings
:m =ne ahsence of the parents to discuss eligidility and plecement. At
~imes, tnese preliminary meetings invclved a muit.-disciplinary group of

seople, but at othar times one or two individuals made the final
decisions. It was not unusual to find that the psychologist's
recommendaticn cetermined wnether or not a child was eligible for specizl

scucation services. Thne initial placements were often decided by the

-

slacement team chairperson with the a2ssistance of perhaps the referring

or receiving teacher.

School staff held these meetings to resolve intemal conflicts waich
might exist among .:e school personnel, to discuss sensitive issues which
may be inappropriate to discuss in the presence of the parents, and to
give the staff 2 sense of unity when they did make formel .lacement
recomrmendation to the parents. Although parents were given an
opportunity to par cipate in 2 formal placement meeting hela at a later
time, there were seldom any changes in the eligionility and placement
decisions which had been predetermined. The net result was that in some

cases the group decision-making process advocated the Law had not been

n
stilized to the fullest extent and the el igibility and placement

decisions were frequently made by only one Cr WO individuals.

In summary, preplacement and placement meetings were often conducted
at several different administrative levels. Parent invoivement was
1imited to one meeting, typicallry the p-zcement meeting, and
orofessionals wno participated usually included the schocl psychologist,

soecial education teacher, and regular education teacher. ?Placement

[oN
[{]
(0]
}
[0}
'J

ions were often made at preliminary staff meetings by one or two
ipdividuals; at a2 formal placement meeting, parents were presented with
-he schcol's predetermined recommendation. Most of the meetings did not

-

4-ilize an agenda, although almost all of the meetings had someone who
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a0k notes concerning the meeting activities. Written parental consent
~as a2lways obtained prior to any preplacement evaluation, although soxne

sitec also used informal dizgnostic plagcezents.

14, the staff attending, and the nature of d2liberations.
nree case Saciors appeared to have major influencs: (1) the szverity
level, (2) the handicapping condition, and (3)
carent acceptance cof the suggested placement (likelihood of parental
rejection of the plzcement recommendation). In addition, the type of
referral “ne case represented (e.g., annual review vs. initial referral)
21s0 2ffected the number of meetings held. Across the 356 cases in our
sample, :here were slightly fewer than 1.5 meetings per case. Over half
of zhe initial refarrals had twc meetings per case. Only one of the ten
znnual review cases nad two meetings. Three-fourths of the 35 scheduled
reevzluations nad only one meeting; however, one reevaluation case had

“he maximum number of meetings - 4. (See Table 4.1.)

Attendees. The average number of participants who attended a
placement meeting was six. The four members most frequently present in
the 134 mes-ings were: She school psychologist (59%), the mothar (56%),

pecial education teacher (48%), and the regular
sducazion teacher (43%). In zbout one-third of the meetings, the

col in which the chnild was currently enrolled,
sar-icipated in the deliberations. An important characteristic of thosse
crofassionals who participated in determining placement was their
familiarity with the child. Almost three-fourths of the time the

orofessional participant Xnew who the child was.

Meeting Activities. In 125 out of the 134 meetings observed, there

was no z2genda of proceedings presented to participants. In the seven
zestings which did include an agenda this agenda was presented orzlly.
n zeneral, meetings began with a brief overview of the purpose of the

meating or 3cme detalls of the jarticular nase(s) co be discussed. In
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the meectings participants were introduced.
attendees already knew each other so introductions we

was thare

innecessary.) For only one meetin

(/)
i
)3
(o}
cr
]
o

3

ames of participan

es observed, som20one was writing or
majority of these meetings the writing was related
rinted form which documented the proceedings (Table

4.2). Thuis documentation process was usually completed by a member of

the co tee, as opposed to = recording secretary whose main function
WwWOU nave Deen notetaking.
Length of Time. The average meeting lasted 36 minutes. The range

was 2 row of 3 minutes and a2 nigh of 1 nour and 27 minutes.

s
cae

committees tended tc spend a greater amount of time deliberating

placements of children who were recommended for a change in

Jlacement. The average meeting time for these cases was 42 minutes.

reviews nad the shortest average meeting time, 371 minutes (Table

Preplacement and placement meetings were usually

administrative levels. Parent involvement was limited to

typically the placement mecting, and professionals who

usuz2lly included the school psychologist,

sducation teacher, and social worker. Most of the

4:d ro* utilize an agenda, although almost 21l of the mneetings

nad someone WO took notes concerning the mesting activitiszs.

.
tio Placem

Diagnos ents. In all sites, written parental consent was
cbtained before any preplacement evaluation was conducted. In at least
siz sites, however, "informal" placements were made prior to the

somplation of any full or individual evaluation of the child's

educational needs. Reasons for such

~ase a child was informally placed in a special education program until

IS
v

conductsed

special educaticn

informal placements varied. In one

) . - .
2 written list of attendees;

~
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Meeting Time

ReTerral o
Type Range ;
fverage Time Shortest Longest |
Meeting Meeting
Scheduied Reevaluation 34 min. 10 min, 1 hr. min.
|
Raevaluation 7or Change ‘
in Placement 42 22 min. 1hr min
Initial Referrals 36 5 min. b1 ohr min
Review 31 é 9 min in.
i j
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Tm 2 3acand nase a rezsonabls but u.usual sequence of 2vents took
place. A severelv health impaired czild was in abvious need of homebound
services. The plzcement team agreed to supply hoamebound services and
sent a2 diagnostician to zonduct an educational assessment. The
dlagnostician then advised the homebound teacher of the results of the
ecucational assessment for inclusicn in the Individualized Zducationzl
2lan. Although the case did mot folliow the I.L. 3L-142 specified

-

sequence (first an =sducationzl assessment should be conducted, second zn
> ig developed including a placement decision), the particular

simcumstances of the case made the sequencing seem reasonable.

In five sites diagnostic placements were allowed. In fact, state law
axpressly allowed the use of diagnostic placements in one state. Such
diagnos:ic placements were usually considered to be a part of the
assessment ;rocedures and. since nc “ormal placement had been made,
district nerzeonnel felt they wers technically meeting the letter of the
iaw. It :r.uld be mentioned that the use of such visits and diagnostic
slacements wers infrequent. When they did occur, there were sourd

~easons for the action which generally benefited the child.

considerztion of Input Data. Most often, information sharing was

done in a round robin fashion. That is, the chairperson would identify
one of the members (apparently at ramdom or in considerztion of their
schedules) %o begin the discussion of the case by presenting some

assessment data. Each participant in turn would present the information

ne nad collacted 2bout the child under consideration. Sometimes

4iseussion would ocecur during this dazta presentation sequence of the
meeting. In many cases the narent(s) was asked to contribute information
about the cnild's behavior at home, interaction with siblings, and/or

nther related areas.
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A, 2 comprenensive listing of tae

the extent of discussion for each issue

issues discussed (Table

(Table A.14)

Pl

. The following is a summarization of those findings

iscussed (80-100%) of meetings:
Interpretation of test results
Classroorx achievement

Sceial benavior

Medical facts./neseds

1y

anily historvy/conditions

v J

2

3
[{}]
"3

al programming goals/needs

(@]

i

Specific programing goals/needs

Lesser Zxtent:

Description of previous placements
Supplementary services used

Instructional methods trisd
pr

(o]

Relating test results t Ogramming
Physical attributes/nesds

Behavior at home/outside of school

Tamily attitude ¢ .2rd handicap
Staff attributes

Transportation

Tamilv 2ttitude toward potentizl placement

b0t the incidenc: of the issues which were mentioned

v



Infreguently Discussed (10-2%. . of meetings:

Presentatior of test resulls

Attendance/mz 'diness of student

Student attitude toward nandicep

Student attitude toar~d dro-ant placement
Avallability (of placements)

Cost

Proximity

Student attitude toward potential placerment

[
b

tigm
cducational harm to child

Qther harm to child

3

Long-term effects
Recommendation from non-district specialist
Other issues

Chil

[

's next evaluation

Structured observation of student impact on familr
Lesser Extent:

Ranking of student needs
Loss of mobility

Physical narm to others
Pnysical harm tc child
Sducational narm to others

Other nharm to others

ERIC
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igs. Many of the elements integr
cocrcept of LRE were discussed to some extent. However, a few elements,

such as proximity, stigma, and harmful =~ffects were nct discussed to the
e}

The relationship of the issues discussed a:t meetings to the

implementation of LRE in particular, and to placements in general, is

discussed in Chapter 5 and in other sections of this chapter. Therefore,
the remaining discussion will focus on a few issues which have ot been

covered in the foregoing discussion. This includes three general areas:
the provision for future reevaluations and/or short-terz monitoring of

Dlacements; the use of test and assessment results; and programming goals.

Monitoring and subsequent reevaluation of placements. P.L. J4-142

requires that the placements of 211 handicapped students te reevaluated,
2%t a minimum, every three years, znd reviewed each vear. Among the 96
olacement cases which were followed in the study, 5 were scheduled
threc-year reevaluations and ten were annual reviews. Discussion

conceming the timing or scneduling of the next evaluation occurred in

only 12 percent of the 134 meetings observed and for 17 percent of the G5

cases. Thus, approximately only one of six cases includea the planning

O

3
0
[{]

duling of the next evaluation of placement. Because of this low
occurrence, incividual czses were examined to determine if particular

fzetors Influenced whether or not the next evaluation was discussed.

Two sampls characteristics were found to be associated with a nigher

legree of scheduling for the next evaluation. On2 of these was the type
) reevaluation, was more likely (33%

~nase 2ases; to stipulate that the next reevaluation would also occur in

three years. Thls was 2 ¢ro ferma precedure, however, in those

O
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r2lationships, howevar, was very strong, zand small nuobers of cases were

involved. Consequently, minimal importance should be applied to these

Sindings. Cverzll, the occurrence of planning Juture ev ations was
spz . and, in most instances, nc contextual patterns were asscclated.

Similarlv, the data revealed that very few cases incluced provision
for systematic monitoring of tnhe success of the selacted placement.
L.<hcugn in 71 percent of the meetings (related to 824 of the individual

azses) 2 “eam member was named to follow through on the details of case

[{)]

iy 26 percent of the cases were provisions actually mz
for snort-term monitoring/follow-up of the placement A slightly higher
incidence cf these previsions occurred in certain types of cases: severe
ps, placazents that reflected & change in restrictiveness, initial
[

referrals, and in reevaluations for change in placement (ra ther than

reduled reevaluations and annual reviews).

A two-thirds of the districts, observers guestionad the thoroughnes
with ; aich three-year reevaluations were conducted. P.L. Gi-142
indicates that reevaluations are to be conducted using the same

oprocecdures as those for the preplacement evaluations. These procedures

v
'3
1]
ctr
o
[
W3
(0]
§2

lude not cnly test results but zlso teacher recormendza ticns,
socis/cultural background, family histcry, zdaptive behaviors, ete. In

practice, thougn, most three-year reevaluations relied heavily on

aptitude and achievement tests. In fact, reevaluation meetings w@re
sCsen corducted on & pro forma basi Tn one site, 2 meeting tc revisw

approximately 25 reevaLuations was conducted in about two hours. I
anctner site. reevaluations were seldom conducted at all die to a neavy

worklsed and what was perceived tc be poor overall managsuent.

i
in tme planning of programs znd placements for nandlcapped students.

O
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Paramount zmong these zrz stipulations regarding the non-diseriminaclry

rature of ta2sts and the aulti-dimensional and l.sability-specilic

- ~ - —~ - - b - P - -
zontexts of testingz. To study the impoismentation ol the testiing

N RPN oS- 1 = % - - o -
recirarenis of the Law in the cases that were Coserved, WO separate

Txamination of casz riles showed that achievement and dizgnostic
testing wes evident in a2 majority of cases. For tn: most part, very
Zereral achievement instruments {such as tae Wide Range Achieverent Tast
or the Peabody Indivicdual A&chievement Test) were widely used. There was
21s0 Tzirly freguent use of one recsptive .anguage test, the Peabody
the Bender Visual-Motor

est (23% of the cases). Complste, recaent psychological
evaluations were present in only £5 percent of the examined cases and the

u erxrloyed were intel:igence tests, such as the

s
nce Scale £ -~ Children - Revized (51%) and the Zavisec

More crucizl to the turust of this study, was the actuzl use ¢ *%est

test results, interpretation of results, relatianship to placement being

acnsidered, and structured observations of studer ts.

Presentation 27 test results occourraed in 75 percent ¢’ the meetings,

was 2 zajor item of discussion in only five caszs. Typlcally, test

secres were simply read off quickly as a prelude to discussion of their

internretation. The major exception to this practice usually occurred Iin
1n

inicial rzfzrrals, wWhire testing had been done for the firs:c hime and

scme descriphion S0 the parents of the reasonirng banind the tests or the
p3yzhometric principles involved was necessary.

Iaterpretation of test results occurred in 73 percent of the meslings

and was sxtensively discussed [rated "2" or "3M) in 52 {(65%) of the 36

Ve
—
Y -]
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shserval nases. It was, therefore, a major component of most of th
meetings in the study. Subsequent analysls revealed that the

ation of test results was most extensively discussed “n cases .f

b4

sevare nancdicaps and initizl referrals. A contrastirz lesser amount of
iiscussicn occurred in caszes where the actual placement involved a2 change
ne degree of restrictiveness  In particular, only 3 (cut of %)
szses, aere the student was transferred to a less restrictive setting,
involvas an extensive discussion of test results. The relatively small
smphasis placed on testing in these cases reflected the team's prior

miliarity with the particular cases and t.ueir positive attitude toward

“ne ctudant's educational enrichmenc.

ne third component -f testing measured during meetings was the
isgree that assecsment results were related to the placement options o.
iscisions. Assessment data were cften interrreted but these zmateria.
were le. 5 frequently related to the placement process itself. Overall, a
irect link between testing and placement was extensively treatea on oaly

27 se~asions and these were related o 26 indivi-ual cases (the “ssue wes

u

maior factor during two meetings on one student). In the nine cases

that involvad a move to 2 more restrictive environment, this lssue was

~sver ex‘ansively discussed. Keeping in mind the ._prasis on achievemen*

znd intelligence testing revealed through review of case flics, this lack
netween assessment r~esults and plzcement opticns in cases
mniing =0 more restrictive environments may reflect the greater
siznificance of social/behavioral factors and programming neecs
2ssociased with tnis type of decision. In contrast, where test result -
tensively discussed prior tn less restrictive placements, the

X
T_ndings were exclusively discussed as evidence whicn supported the

2nange.
i Ssurth component, structured observation, is typically consldered a
s=rongly recommended feature of student evaluation. The observers noted

i3 oresence in only 12 of the 13! meetings, however, and it was rated 2s

2n important asczct for consideration in only 5 cases. Two of these

!_4.

~2323 were spacially ~-avenad reevaluations of students which resulted
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trictive placements, and the other three were initial referrals.
One of the reevaluations and one of the initial referrals were severely

nznd icapped studeats.

Cther input data discussed at ﬁeetings were also noted during field
observations. Of chniei interest were discussions concerning medical
facts, family nistory/conditinns, and survival skills. The first two
areas are of interest because of their relative freguency of occurrence.

:ne latter discussion topic was observed infrequently, but is of interest

because when it aid appear, it prompted a good deal of discussion.

A majority of mea2tings (61%) included a discussicn of the child's
medizal background. However, in only 57 percent of those meetings
{representing 38 individual cases) was this issue extensively discussed.
As would 2e =xpected, the heaviest input of this information occurred in
cases of severe raadicaps (7 out of 11 cases) and in casss of
disabilities -7 physiological etiology {primary or secondary diagnoses of
Ortnopecdirally Impaired, Health Impaired, Visually Handicapped,

Hard-of-Hearing, ..nd Multiply Handicapped)f (16 out of 25 cases).

Background information on f-mily historv and coaditions was discussed
in §71 of the 134 meecing:. Although involving fewer than half of the
cases in our sample, in most of these meetings family history was
axtensivaly discussed. Thesce discussions were distributed fairly svenly
different tybes o cases, including cas=s whers parents participatsd
and those where they did not.

Survival skills included both "self-hel " behaviors such as ¢ressing,
eating, and toileting as well as "self-pressrvation” abili-ies, sucn as
snvironmer .. sensitivity, ambulation, and awsreness of uanger. These
:ssues were ‘nfrequently discu-sed (only 38 out of 13% meetings), but
when trey were, they received ¢ sidersdble attention in nalf of the

-

5 axpected, survival skills were of most

o

onysizz. naniicaps =2.g. Harc of-F 2ring, Visually Handicapped,

“reaopediscally Imoaired:. Feor example, concern was expressed in the
-y
.27 S
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sases of several severely visually nandicapped students about their
apilities 0 move tO separate program areas and this concern contributed,
in one case, to a .decision to place the student in a self-contained class

5

in a special publi:z school.

‘O

Programing goals. P.L. 94-142 requires the individualized

development and implementation of goals and objectives as an integral

U
v

~t of the program plan for all handicapped students. Insofar as many
of the observed meetings included IEP development, this was an expected

component of discussion in the sampled cases.

Qut of the 134 observed meetings, 115 did include some discussion of
general gozls and 67 discussed specific goals or objectives. Statements
of general goals typically included: to build self-concept; to eliminate
perseveration; to improve reading language development and math
achievement; and to mcdify disruptive classroom benavior. Specific goals
and objectives often included strategies for achieviag the objective, for
sxample: to work on lines and letter formation using sandpaper letters;
to upgrade ambulation by using knee walking; to work on diagraphs; to
leapn o identify silent letters; and to learn use of the dictionary.

Ixtensive disc.s3sion occurred fc. general goals/needs in 67 meetings

N

representing 58 cases) and for specific goals/needs in 41 meetings (38
sases). rFurthermore, the data revezled that the highest occurrence of
tnis tvoe of program planning took place in cases of ~ore severe
nandicaps and in initial referrals and amnual reviews (which usually

‘neluded a pro forma draft of the Individualized Educational Plan).

In summary, major discussion areas in placement meetings included

int

interpretation of test results, student-specific information, and general
orogramming goals/needs. Specific provisions for follow-up/monitoring of
sne implemented placement were seldom in evidence at meetings. Test

resul:s were used extensively in placement meetiigs to provide background

~

informa._on on tne student's abilities and needs, but were rarely

(&N

i3cu

n

[

ed in relation to proposed placerents. Specific goals and

o)
iya3 “ended S0 be raised more frequently in meetings concerning

(9]

an

r

d\l

~ore severe cases znd initial referrals.
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Consideration of Options.

There was generally consensus that 2 child could be placed

[\

ppropriately in an existing program within the school district. In
“hose meetings in which t-2re was no conseansus (11 out of 124 meetings in
wnich placement was an issue), the discussion most often centered upon
which program, class, or service would be the most appropriate, rather
than whether or not :he disicizt offered an appropriate program, class,
or service. Similarly, disagreement over the placement recommendation/
decision was found to be minimal and revolved arcund the issue of program
appropriateness. For example, placement was an issue in a few cases
where the diagnostic label was in dispute (Educable Mentally Handicapped
or Trainable Mentally Handicapped). 1In another case there was some
questicn as to whether or mot a regular aznd resource placement would zore
adequately meet the needs of the student than would a self-contained
classroom placement. Finally, a few cases involved questions of
eliginility for special education services and discussions adout what
should be done for students who technically did mot qualify for such
services. In spite of these few disagreements, the placement team
zembers, parents, and students normally concurred with the placement

recommendation/decision.

In only 9 ocut of 134 meetings was :the range of available options
present prior to discussing an individual option, and all available
cp-ions were never presented. In only one meeting were several options
oresented along 2 continuum of restrictiveness. Typically, the placement
team gave serious consideration to only one option before making a
olacement recommendation/decision. Two options were seriously considered
in less than one-ninth »f the cases and three placement alternatives were

sericusly evaluated in ecnly three cases. Wnzn two or more options were

[¢]
O
23
6]
Foae
[¢
@

d, “he disecnssion normally centered around disputes over labels,
.g., M4 vs. ZMH), or disagreements over the amount of time to be spent
al education {i.e., Resource Room vs. Seli-Contained). Although
-n2 placement teams explored faw placement options, it should be

izad Shat tha.heans apparsntly saw no need to investigate any more

I
n
(9]
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the vast majority of cases there was usually 3 consensus

n
nat an aporopriate placement could be made in an existing program within

.

Although a placement was usually found for a student, lack of options
and openings did appear to have an indirect effect on decision-making.
That is, those placement opportunities that did not exist or were already
filled often seemed to be automatically eliminated from consideration.
Thus, the placement deliberations which we observed were generally
confined to discussing known and available options. Unfamiliarity with
district and private resources limited the consideration of a variety of
solacement options which could have been appropriate. Often team members
nad 2 "mental menu" of options which nad slots or spaces available from
Wwhich to choose. In other cases, however, the fact that programs or
~nlasses were full was discussed openly in the placement meetings. Field
staf® confirmed that in several other cases the lack of available

openings was a determining factor in placement selection.

Those placement teams which did not raise the problem openly, ignored
it by simply not mentioning the particular placement as an option for
consideration. AL Other times, a program which was full might be
mentioned in an off-hand manner, but re jected immediately without due
consideration; e.g., "The Trainable Mentally Handicapped Self-Contained
ass is full anyway." In other instances, the fact that certain
orograms were full was used as justifd ication to place a child in a

£

erent class. 1In one case there was a brief dispute concerning

whetner a five-yez »-old cnild should be placed in a speech therapy class

in ner home schocl or in a Severe Oral Language class in another school.
ilthough the psychologist did rot want her moved from ner owWn school, the
a2l decision was 0 place ner in the Severe Oral Language class. This
Zecision was bolstered Dy the et that thare was no room in the speech
nerapy class in her home school. In another case, although the cnild
ified as Specific Learning Disabled, the committes

s
chairparson "declared" the child would be placed in ner own resourcs r.cn

Ssr ITsucanie Mentally handicapped students Tecause there was no room in
“ne Laaming 4isabilities class. This meeting lasted 12 minutes.
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There were instances in which districts made special efforts to
ovarcome the constraints of limited placement opportunities. In one case
2 district considzred establishing a transition class for students who
Trainzable to Zducable Mentally Hand:icapped
>lasses, and for students who were borderline trainable/educabls mentally
andicapped. In another district, a private speecnh and hearing
consultant was nired to work with one indivicduzl child who had = severe
nearing impairment.

In

in summary, for nearly 3very cass observed, the districts were able
o provide scme scrt of service to the students. Although these programs
were N0t always selectasd from a2 range of possibilities, thus limiting the
crecision witnh which the most apprepriate piracement could be chosen, the
ricts appeared to pe making a genuine and conscientious effort to

serve the students as best they could.

It was =..2 con: nsus of the field staff that the sample districts

did, to the best . ~ -“~ a3bilities, educate handicappe’. chi.dren with
c2nhildren who were ..~v -analcapped. In nearly all sit s, handicappad
children nad -~ .l-712 > them some, but not all, o <the edusation:l

orograms and s ~vites . zllable to non-handicappe’ cnildren. District

D2rsonnal seemc ! o S0 a fixed '"mind set, ¥ horever, W 2hy
non=-academic o T . which nandicapped stu.2nts particinated wers
limitad to lunt :ss, art, music and P.E. DOppcrtunities for
inat=eraction wis.. ~on-nandicapped students '« -framural sports, scnool
~lubs, recreztion L. 0.her school elect uh as drafting, hoeme
aconom. -3, auto m~hanics, driver educatic . 2vl ; VErS nc . L lv.en

nonsideration when determining the child’s 2lasz schiecdule.

M3t discricts did offer some con Lo m of altermative placements as
iascribad in She Rules arnd Regulzations. In ten districts, however,

loned thne adequacy of th- continuum due to iasufficiznt

N o R T - % hiEs 4= 3 we A Y - s ¥
scenings Ln the plazcement alternatives. At times, chizdren nad Lo o2
3 - 3 -
ranagorsad decause there ware rot encugn gpenings 1n Programs close o
p - = - e - 2 - - -~ - A
~ome o oanotasr zase a child w3 placed In 3 2SS Lhan ApProprizie

I
(8]
wu



Alass (Zducan! . - -ually Handicapped) because transportation couid not be

Seovided =3 T2 program which the placement team believed to be the most
asorepriace v ..2ment, a Trainable Mentally Handicapped ~lass. In one

stats the s-- .al lucation programs were limited <o Learming Disabled,

D

Fmotionall - | _starn =i, and Mentally Retarded classes; tae continuum was

regarded as .2e zzmount of time spent in any one of these three

ne ms.. commonly consilered placements were Regular and Resource
o0om 35 n~2s5:s), Jelf-contained Classroom on a Regular Campus (26 cases),
21lf-cc- ta’-ea and Regulsz~ Classrooms (13 cases), and Self-contained in a
io Scneal {8 cases). Districts tended to coasider placements
ghian 4e:- "safar® Y-.m a legal perspective and less likely to cause
creslems witr pa=netoor Federal and state monitoring efforts. That is,
{6 amile -y~ nlzced in resource rooms and self-contained classes on

tha carous of - v=21lar education facility, it would seem less likely for
or to mecelie parent complaints of children being segregeted from the

P

" - h2 few cases where multiple options were considered (n = 12), the
51 .-uent alternative most rrequently discussed was the self-coniained
Al .:irgom in a regular publiec school. In contrast, very few cases whicn
~ecommernded regular c¢lassroom and resource roon instruction di ssed
t options. Scheduled reevaluations and reevaluacions for
s-znge in placement were nore likely O consider multiple placement
re

w_—ermatives than we ipnitial referrals and annual reviews. Of the 12

o)

~aising multiole options, 10 were scheduled reevaluations <r
~ec. iuatisns Sor charnge in placement; only 2 were initial referrals, and

~c instances scourred with annual reviews.

ar 22ch total cpticn and component part of an option {(e.g.,
~szourcs rcen” is one component of the total placement option.
5118 resourse roon), the issues considered in evaluating that placement

worma mansrdac. 3Bszcause some cases considered more than one option, znd

-s2nausa many p.acement altermatives had at least two component paris, 2

i
ny
O
N j
;

e

O
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total of 223 occasions when criftzaria could be raised in determining
acement were noted. The major issues concerming placement which were

discussed on these occasions were as follows:

o student acacdemic needs {80%)

o test results (78%)

o performance in present placement (77%)
) student's social/behavioral needs (76%)
) school system preference (749

) handicapping condition (72%)

© family preference (51%)

5 program characteristics (50%)

~.
s

‘ne relative importance of these separate issues was generally
cornstant over different case characteristics and types of placement
ultimately selected. The only topics which varied to any measurable
degree in their importance were handicapping condition, school system
preference, and family preference. All of these increased in occurrence
with the relative restrictiveness of the tlacement being discussed. For
example, in consideration of the option of regular education (alcne or in

cenjunction with resource room, services to teacher, ete.), the atove

tnree critaria were considered in the following percentage of meetings
12=52 out of 134):

andicapping conditinn 51%

school system pre ference 54%

family crefarence 43%
_n contrast, for meetings that considered the option of self-contained
and regular classrooms (n=15), tHe percentages increased:

nandicapring ccndition 80%

school system preference 93%

Tamily prefarence 53%

- < —~ - - T me T2 " -~ - - -
o3t part, the 2:ight items listed sarlier. among them, &three increased
N s =) -~ - - < ee - - -l -
in ilzmportance relative to the restrictlvensss of the opticons taat were
L.27
-
Lr
O ")
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being 2onsidered. The level of restrictiveness per se was not an
prrans fssue 2nd was discussed in only a small number of cases.

Categecrical Decisions

ne extent to wnich placement decisions may be categorica 1 can be

"3

arsizlly inferred from the role that lzbeling 2 child plays in plzcement
decisicn-making. Categorical placement decislons may be occurring when
"placemen:"-delibeﬂatlons focus solely on determining the handicap
classification, and not on the needs of the child. Thnere are a varilety
of factors which can affect this approach to the determination of
placement. One of the major factors is the district's need to count
specizal education students in categories for both child count and
reimbursement purposes. Another factor is that once the nandiczpping
condition is identified, certain placements become more or less
appropriate depending upon the decision rules cperating within the
district. 1In spite of these i noentives" for categorical placemant, the
~ases in our samples generally made placement decisions based on the needs

the child, rather than on tie handicap label alone.

Al=hough nandicapping condition ranked sixth out of 35 possible
criteria for evaluating plecement possibilities, this criterion was
precedad in frequency by other, more individualized considerations such
as acadenpic and social/benzvioral needs of the student {ranked Tirst ard
c-urtn, respectively). Another indication that categorical placements
id mobt occur come Srom cases wnare the handicag»ing lapel =as debated.
I~ these instances, the driving consideration was under what classifica-
~isn tne cnild could best be served. Rather than assigning a label which

automatically determined placement, the placement teams we observed

sarefully considered the nseds of the child and the benefits of a

sarticular placement before opting for uae classif fication over another.

o
5

or =xampl2, Gthe label of Learnin Disabled was decided over that

Spescn Igpaired Tor a pre-school child so that sae could continue &t

(@]

iys more indivicual attention when she entered kindergarten. A

P -~ ., < P = ty -~ [ i - 3 -
~e2zltn impaired nild nad needs that could best Te met in a2

[
[AS]
(93]

e .,
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s2lf-contained lsarning disabilities class. Not qualifying under
_earming Disablad, she was labeled as non-categorical znd thus elizidle
for that self-contained class.

Sometimes 2 particular classification was unacceptable to a parsnt.
In onz case where there was debate befweem Severely Emotionally Disturbed
vs. Learning Disabled levels, the committee chose the latter, at the
request of the mother. The 2hild weculd still receive some special

not carry i"e negative connotations associated with

tne lahel of emotionally disturped. In another case a2 cnhild was
d.a2gnosed as aildly mentally retarded and 2 "primary adjustment room'" was
sugge..ed. The motner refused so the child was identified as mildly

mentally nandicapped

Tnis lab=l
rece
fi

indiv

nost appropriate opt

nal placement dec
idual needs (acadenic,

priate services,

and centinued in a regular class with spezch therapy

There was extensive use of the Emotionzlly

district, esspecially with

to

students who were

enabled them reca2ive social work services

ived otherwise.

isions, in most cases,

bl oy

soecial) of

&
Vil

placement teams scmetimes decided upon

ion first and then Aassigned the necessary lavel.

O
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activity related to plizcement determinaticn

M

offere

i

rtments of Special Zducation: rain

™~

(2) monitoring. Threz states d

ssistance in th

)

e area of placement dec s

N
oI Tne

ese activy
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ng invoived site visits to review of paper
iccumentation of tne referral, identification, and placement Ddrocess.
non-compliance were identified, a letter was sent
o the distriot specifying these. The district was then required to
respord 2s to now these issues would ve remedied and to make assurances
chat the measures would be implemented. The monitoring process serv:2

mare <o 2larify written policies than to alter local practices.
¥ I P

Loca. district activities vari in terms of how much, if any,
training, technical assistance, and/or monitoring was provided by the
special educaticn departments to the special and general education staff:
:n =he local schools. Much of the past assistance had focused primarily

A= naw %O achisve compliance with the Individualized Zducatl onal Plan

cr~ovisions of the Law. Little training wes offered in the placement

23]

decisicn-making process itself or in the application of LRE in
datermining educational placements for handicapped students. An
exception to this was cne district whicn had developed a comprenensive
inservice training package for special aund regular educators and parents

in the zroup decision-making preccess.

L-raints to tne Placement Decision-making Process

Several fz2ctors appeared O constrain or hamper tne niacement

decision-zaking process, including lack of parent involvement of group

Aacisicn-making skills, and of case-relsvant information as well as the

-

si=s of the committes meeting on placement. Each of these is discussed

Sapent iavolvement was a two-fold problem in many of the districts
sisited. 3ome schools required parents to atteng the placement mee ing;
wher parents 2id not show up, the meeting was cancelicd, and an attempt
mags to rescheduls. Xepeated absences on the part o7 the parent Cause

Py
v

subseguent feliys in serving children. The cil

|8}
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[
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sivement, which w=s probLematic, was the lack of active parent

i
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Jroup decision-making skills also appeared to be 2 coanstraint ©O
effective placement practlices. I generzl, members of the plac:zent
commitiee did not seem to be skilled in making decisions within a zroup

sett ... If there was more than one option tc consider, the group
2mploye.! no organizsed method in discussing and evaluating the options.

inal decisions in such cases oftsn sesmed to be made by default. Tor

exampl2, in cases wh2are there was 10 clear-cut evidence i

support of one

b

opticn over another, the solution z=ight be to defer to the parent for the
inal decision. Something like this might tra ire: "Well, M-~s, T., it
really 1s up to you. TWhere <o you want Lisa to go?" Tnis puts the
parent 1n a very difficult situation. After just sxperiencing several
orofess.onals advocating different placements with no clearcut rationzale
for choosing one over tihe other, the parent is Fforced to make the final
determina-ion. A worse case yet 2xists when the student is involved in a
similar situation. When caught between two oppOsing placement

oints, the student is thrust into the role of chief decisicn-maker

Dy beling zsked to designate a preferred placement. These certainly are
u

ations wnich reflect a placement decision made 2y a "groun™ as

In general, nowever, passive agrsement was the natuie of the process
wnen more than one placement option was being considered. That is, the

group mTemdbers 3ometimes meandered through oros and cons of different
olacements in 2 very non-specific way, without tying the student’s nead-
the program options explicitly. The ccnsideration of options
was o7ten mmt a rational proeess: there was usually no weighing of
ltermatives relative to the programing nzeds of the student, nor was
“nare any attempt Lo rank student needs. Tanis lack of group
feciszion-making skilils may 2ontrivute £o the practice ¢ one gerson

making <r2 placement Ze~ision

0

4

cr

tnen the placement team or commities
¥ rubber-stzmping their =pprovzl of trat placement. This lacx of
ying 2 logizzal decision-makiny Procass may also tand to

{zecurige consideration of different options vhen determining placement

_a
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Sometimes diagnostic informaticn was not available to the committee
?

5o0ssible reasons: (1) a professionzl with case relevant

nformaticn wasS nacassary at tha tire the case was scheaduled for review.
Tor example, in one case a placement meeting was convened Ddut, for the
irst time, tne regular educztion teacher raised the possibility of the
cudent naving a hearing problez. There was agreement that an
appropriate placement decision could not be macde without considering the
rasults of zn audiological exam. The committee was dismissed to e
reconvensed at a future fime when all necessary datz would de available.

articular .zse had o be eventually
ircpped from our sample, because tne placement comnictee did not

on pericd. The school notified

tne parent of the need for the student to have an azdioclcgical exanm at
med i2al center, but delays in completing this azssessment caused

subsequent dalavs in determining placszent

a2 general, information presented at the placement meelting was

¢ _sicinted. Part of this may Se due to the condition of wriz:en

iiagnostic reports and part to the disparate locaticas of the

.

n many cases it was marikealy difficult to locate 2 central
which ineluded z summary of all information pertaining to a given

student. Tach professional appeared to collect niscaer evaluation cata

<t

e resul<s until the meeting. The time consiraints of
sm2 mesting as well as rzarent/student attencance may also tend to eyent

a2 “horcugh presentation of the data.

Trous decision-meking can also be inhibited by eitner a group which
iz =oc large anc unwieldly or a zroup too small to inelude participants
wi=n varisd information. The range of members participating in placement
mestings we observed varied from z to 19. When the group rac mers than

Se-er members. Sud-conversasions tended o evolve. In such a large

I
L)
1\
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intimidacing parents and often the regular education teacher. On the
otnher nhand, groups consisting of only 2 few professionzls and the parent

were rot abla to develor 2 Jlow of dialcogue nece=nsary o help th

ty

22l like conitributing.

Summarv

——

Although much of what 724s oeen said with respect to placement
orocedures has been balanced witn both positiv: and negative firdings,
the overriding good intentions of loecal practitioners need to be
smphasized. Ohservers fzlt strongly that the placement teams were
conscientiously attempting to serve the children as best they could.
cams were often overworked, and at times, poor managsment contributed %o
ne oroblems of efficiently processing 2 large number of students. The
7ast majority of referrals were c2rtainly handled within the letter and

£ the law. Districts coften found ways to izprove their own
ieciency a2nd to enhance parent participation. In those cases in which
diztricts only partially met the requirements of the law, fiscal

constraints, heavy werklozds, time limitations znd problems beyond

ct
Y
1]

zontrol of the placement team, such 2s transportat .or and parent

{D

disinterest, often wer2 zajor obstacles. CZonsidering the enormity of th

tas« and the limited resources of time, money, and personnel, most

-3
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)
G
ct
3
'
(6]
Cr
0
'ty
£
3
O
or

cicned admirably and effaectively.

'

findings for each of the key issuses are presented below.

S

ne Nature ¢f Plzcement Meetings

o Mcre than one option was not generally considered.

o ?_acement %team participants generslly had iimited informaticon
regarding tne ranga2 of options avalilable.

2 & rationzgl decision-making 2rocess was not used in evaluzting
»otlons.

. . . .
input data

o -afzrmation wz3 general.y presented, discuszsed., 2 2 elaborated
< TN M AR e

ar In an infcermal, rouad-robin fasnion.

c MOSL 2ases 2ontained 2xtensive ciscussion of achlieveme: and

Ca : - - oo s ) s 5 o
Jiagneostiz testing. zZlsments o7 LIZE, suenh as stizgmz and harafvl
ol - . = - -~

2fTacts, were seldom discusced.

=
()
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z ~a =xtent of iiscussion of socizl/bDenavioral Jindings was
sizniflcant for placaments in a ore restrictive seciing.

Torz2idsraticns of cptions

3 1l Aiszricts fels tnot mest onildren cculd be appropuriatelv

-

- -
placsed in an existing prograz.

© Tn very ‘ew meetings was the range of placement options
presented.
el Viore thaa one option was rarely consiaered when c2ciding upon

placement.

accments Sended to de t_33d on the ave ~ability of orenings
n t2 S

i ith the ~cn-handicappsd seemed .2 an 1lmportant
ment criteria - althoughr somewnzt implieit. '

&

Gverwhelminglv the cases in the sarale were not decided merel;
cn “he basis of nc ~dicapped lahel alone. Although the
determinpation of handicapping condition was often an integral
part of placement determination, the student's academic and
social needs consistently played an important part in defining
cne -eprvices required and identifying an appropriate educational

) -
setting.

, districts were willing to bend the
order to provide special educatinn
those childrea who were determined

cr b b4
]

O

elizibilizy
and related
to be in need.
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LRE AS & 3ASIS FOR !MOVEMENT AND THE PLACEMENT DECISION

A primary fccus of this study was to examine thie way and extent to

wnich the prinicple of LRE entered into placement determination. Our
approach was one of noting both explicit references and implicit

of restrictiveness. Because the LRE mandate is complex

and comprenensive, th's examination encompassed a wice variety of

fsatures wnich could .or should) be considered when selecting placement

or nandicapped children. The best known aspect of LRE, and the one most

often misunderstood, is that of providing opportunities for interaction

wWitn non-nandicapped peers. Due to the frequent confusion of this one

component of LRE--the tendency 50 equate mainstreaming witnh the entire

or

ccncept of LRE, rather than view it as caly one part of the LRE

mandate--special attention is given to this problem in this chapter. In
£ LRE (proximity, rarmful effects, qualit;

services, coatinuum of placements, and individually determined

slacement) are examinad in light of their use when determining

. Finailv, a special examination of cases involving changes 1

restrictiveness [movament to eithar a2 more or less restrictive placeme t)

This 2napter begins wWith a review of local policies addressing LRb
f3tanda 4 Cperating Procedurss) and moves into our findings concerning

<
-~
i L

[o]

5

b

2Z, as su<lined apove (Determination of Plazcement). Add

a3 related "o LRE, such as “raining and monitoring, are-dis-issed

3
09

n
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=ne LRT mandats ‘constraints].
J=zndard Coarzting Procsdures
p S oA &~ -~ 5 3 -~ Y R R ]
A revisw of loczl plans, special education manuals, and other related

oclicy documents for all districts in our sample was conducted to
datermine what formal writiten policies regarding LREZ were neing used. Of
o

=ne 15 districts parcicipating in our study, 8 of them reported some kind

Sf Tormal written policy - most of which were simply quotes from Section
312 (57 (3) of P.L. Q4-142. Two districts defined their LRE policy
simply as "proximity to nome™ or only made a reference to "fulfilling the
iaetrine of LAEY without further elaboration. One district defined the

LPZ olacement as cne: "... with non-handicapped children except when tne
mandicapped students' education progress would ve siowed, the quality of

~na aducational services would be narmed, or the students' benavior is
?

(D

repeatedly and dezonstrably disruptive of other students' programs.”

e way of formal, written gudiance on LRE was
avident in our sample districts. Federal regulations furnished the main
-.mzzance of local LRE policies; elaboraticn and interpretation of these

zilzllnes were lacking at the local level.

The extant o which the LRE concept was considered In determining the
aducational olacement of handicapped children was not fully clear.
Alshcughn the phrase "LRE™ was infrequently mentioned in the meetings
woich were cobssrved, many of the slements which comprised the concept of
LRE (=2.g., narmful eff--4s) were, in fact, digscussed. Our apprcech to

axamining the role of L2E in placement meetings was threefold. ZFirst, we

b
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"mainstreanming," and
-as nontext of their use and occurance within meetings. Second, we

2xamined the noncepts of LRE and mainstreaming, relying extensively on

anpparent logic witnin the meetings 2nd on placement decision outcomes.
X

Tei~d e axamined the role 7. the key =slements of LRE, as derfined dy the
... L1442 regulations:  Intzraction wWith non-nandicapped chiidren,
Sroximity, narmfil effaeis3, quality of services. continium of placements,

L
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indiviZeally cetermined placement dased on need, and severity. In
2dZition, czs3es irrolving changss in resirictiveness of placement wers
investizzzzi.  Zach oD theses anzlvsses is scu3sed mOre 2xtensivaly In
the following sectliltis.

_R3 and Mainstreani - THIZ TEZRMS

Only 1% percent {n=15) of the 134 placement meetings cbserve:
contained a reference in the discussion to "least restrictive,” and only

the meetings contained a specific reference ic
"mainstreaning." n only 5 meetings were both topics mentioned. Because

rec

ording both

of these items recuired those exact terms

2e uzzd, these frequencies raflect only vocabulary specific references

0 tn2 concepts of "LRE™ or "mz_nstreaming”, and not a general reference
or use of t.e c.ncepts themselves. Further, the 19 mestings in which
refzrences 0 "LRE" .2re made represcuat only 13 cases (6 cases had two
mest .ngs in wnich an LRE refarence occurred).

11 sut 3 of

was 2 routine summary of
rellect discussion of

meating. This reference

Mo Nas 2.37 AsSsisting Wi
24y, The coordinaliir s
zaying " then, “nlis is
cnild.t In onone o7 the D
zhztannive dlznaussion oF

these meetings, refe

statements which seemed

observed discussion,

nces to LRE were very routine,

to occur for two reasons. In two sites

printed form to report the results

statement was completed and

recommended placement was (or

tive snvironmen- placement for that child.
ne field observers were obliged to record that

aven though

form and did not necessarily

very pro forma refersnce to LRE may have been
ers. In one particular site this secsmed an
“ing in LRE being referenced in every observed

eting coordinator

>f rcases for the

. bl o 1,
the l=2ast restrictive platement for tnis
acement xnez-wings 2t this site was there zny
L2T 2r tn2 L2E concept
:-3 o
X



O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

In fz2n, incnly £ o The S- fases encing n nlacement by the c.ose
1? Hz=z ~~llaptisn was - -e zny discrssicn of the restrictlvengss 2f 2
Z.zteszant -ma soorosrisLon2ss of ns rcestrictivansss wlth respect O
=2 scucartlonal aeeds ol Tt i2d. In cne of taese cases, the crild's
surment teacner ralised the go ‘o of a more restrictive class placenent
in prder 0 inftrocduce more Struo. and conirol intc th=e 4zy-to-dav
activitias ¢f che cnild. In the » case whare LRE specifiinally w=S
fiscussed, g reference tl restrics £33 was macde when comparing the
desiznated ui s=rent lself-ccntalir i s} wnith what was felt fo b2
“he only other v an avallille - Jranl il -~ Lacement in ann iustituiLion.

1% zppears fthas e term LAE wz: aot meen Tully iancorporated intc thi2
43y -ts~day decis. .omring languag: of senat. nlosersnt ecumititess.
"Mainstreaming', cr L2 Other nand. seemel T 02 occaTl nellv
intarchangad wita Dot the tern and conceut 20 LRE.  However, as siated

oreviously, Meainstosaming™ was only referanted I- 19 nercent (n=25) of
10 of these meetings
thig raforence =S :130 thougat by Fisld staff to be o routine referance
‘ane Aistrics even labeled one of the IEP forms "mairstreaming report"},
or <o e 2gein due Lo cbserver tressance. Participants in the other 12

coses Soecaed £t use the term "mainstreamiag" n one of two contexts: te

~27ar ta ne oxtent and type of concact with non-han~..oacped children, or
- - ~~ - = £ S - = ks
=5, -ngiscach a sh.losophy of returninz the ~nild to gul:z education for

o
~aas  1il4 nas oeen incorporated inte sgeeial erucation .hiea now claims

r and must devise prccedures i.r allowing the

ne -23pons.iility Tor the cecision

and fur fnllow up then belongs to specia. #guczation. This differs in
asoroasn from 3 philosopny woocn leaves Lhe 2 4 in regdular ecucaticn
and only removes the z2hild {or .he necessary specialized in. ructlion.

The savarity of =ae handisappi i condision contri.ites somewnat to Ehis
onilosopny, since more severe casegs spend the majerity of time in specizi

-

afiaatisn and Shere is a na-ural -endencr . vis. ragular education as z

(2

W
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ZA282 TWND V1I2SWS mainsIireanling, anc the rcutine refzrentss oot Tl

H < = -~ ~ i - < MRt -t IR e zade - - - - o N - s ~
Tmainstrezaning® znd TLRE,™ suggest some CosSSillie progrzm reiaced

N - - ~ [ — s - -~ - -~ - PN Py -~ P B -
imolilztitns. Specizl sduczcsion orogrzms now tend To cperzie parzl.sl o
- ~ -~ TuTr - o - - - ~ TR = .
z2nd independent 27 regular education.  When a student deccemes 2ligiliz

Fal

unding, papar work, and staffing arrangements, fcor examplie, are

c
snared resgontibilities between the tws systems.

- - '-A -~ o p 1 o - - - ] - S -
o summantt, Technliczl terms such as "LREY or "m.instrezming® e dzd
- K < - - - 3 o - ~ A e P pal
Aot S0 "2 mentioned nunlasss tn. item format on a form dinbtzited tuls. Of

o)
“hne <wo 2Xpressioci.s, mains:irezring secmed to be somewhal more comron and

Treguensly used by placement team participan.s there was strorg evidence
that both concencs were adrored to irn neking placement deci. das.  This

t et only 22 percent (n=21) of

c
sample were cia-ed in educational settings whicn 477 ot aliow Ior

spportunitis 4o istaract -iith non-har “capped enildien. Beceause of our
nas2 selec-ior sronedu. ., which focused on tae mest severe and complex
sas23, Shis 22 peruen. figure reflect ™ exclusively either institionzl or

spenizl s2hool placements, and is substantially inllatad Deycad what

Would tynically ne evrel 2d freo; a propertionate -umple.

<
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t
t
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N
t
+

=< lizatior oF the M"lzasi restrictive environment" principle in

slacing nandicarned cnildren involves the consideration of several

4iffspent, bDut complementary, lements: use ~7 supplementary services,
tiallisy 2F szervices, nar- ul effects, ‘nteric..cn opportunities witn
nom-randicapoed childrer contiraum 0. services, placements which are

iediyidually Aetermiaed and basec ¢ . need. While the term "LRE" izsell

ements which comprise th

on henalf of the field

slT

IS -

U
Ul
At

ating that ehild, then must also invclve coordinaticn and

the cases in our

=
<

slacements that were dlscussed



wars “nes whlion Sest offsred aecsss to and participation in regular
zd22acion activitises and prograos Jther placzments which did not =zllow
25 os.oh toporsunitias wers oot often considered as viable aiternatives.
Whils mot zlways in regular cilass seiiings, placemenis ainost always

aspect of the placement choice. Participants in placement meetings
seemed -0 regard a mixture of special =ducation and regular education

sattings as a given.

T sum, evidence of implicit use of the LRE concept was found in the

relatively low occurance of nighly restrictive placements {especiall

sonsidering the disproportionate numbers ¢f severe cases in our sampls
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options whien allcowed

interaction With non-nandicapped peers. This latter aspect 1s discussed

T_SMENTS OF "LRE": Interaction with Non-nandicapped Children

Tmape are saveral key elsments of the "LRE" concept, among them the

zguiding principle of providing opportunities Jor nandicapped caildren to

intaract witn non-nandicapped children. Three issues focusing on this
slamen: nave be2an identified by this study: 1) the extent to which such
cpoortunitiss are explicitly discussed in placemant mestings; 2) the

2xtent “C which provision 1s made in the placement decision for suen

-1

spportunitiss to actuzlly be provided; and, 3) the extent to wnich such

on tha*“ nandicapped cnlidren
sheuld ve placed in a setting which best allows for oppori.:aities 20
fatarmebt with aon-nandicapped children, appears to be implicit in the

£ f the decision is further
indapscored by She infrequent number of ovors refarences or discusrslion of

such cpportunities during the placement meetings walch were oosarved.

Tnly 30 percent of the meetings {n=Y%0) actually discussed thes provision
- sgoortunitiss to interact with aon-handicapped chlldren, wnile 78

s —_ - ~ .
sarment ‘n=73) of thne casas Wwere ootually placed in 2 setling with such
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fically =zlliowsad
Tirotn2 intzrazcticon ¢of nz iicacpad znd non-hnanidizapped 2hildren, r=llects
tn2 lmpliczit and assumed nature of such placement gozals Table 2.1
oreseants the distributicn of czses for whom opportunizies for intsraction

nverted thelir self-contai:

3
o
[0

In these classes few

All districts in which meetings were observed for this study
3.23crid2d to a philosecpny for ensuring that the handicanped child had
S 50 interact wizh non-handicapped children. Although these
dl3tricts 2id not always have writter policies to that =ffect, and
2.5ncugn M2 placement ne=z.ings did not often specifically discuss such

4

icts, nevertheless, did actually provide for such

c.3c2ments and a.. districts did 2ppear to z2dopt an affirmative chilosthy
~itn res3po:t So ansuring such placement cpportunities. The general
2327%8Cn S0 this orinciple apteared to be one oF "mainstreaming" the
2niliy =hast is, returningz the handicapped chili to regular education

“22 1ng3 STor z2s much as was determined to be feasible, rather than
s2lansing <he M"least restrictive" placemant; that is, only inciuding the
mzrdisagpaed 2nild in 302t ial education £o the sxtent deemed appropriata.
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TASLE S0 FRIQUINCY WITH wWnliln D iTZERACT
ST arn AT AADD TN O
P R B \1'-"‘:\‘ D‘ ".-?L o
- 3/-\ t'r\‘v' srmr g laTalaids-! -
3 I el Vewi DALY

Siznvesion of ocportuniziss o Intéract WLlh
nanenand loapoad
Plagcems”
Znteraction NIE
Yes No Total
Jiscussion ¢f ‘es t4.0%
Czportunities © nz32 n=1 {(n=33)
Sor Interaction
witn NIE § ‘

' No £6.0%
| n=42 n=21 (n=33)
|
!

TOTAL 78.0% 22.0% 100.09
(n=74) {(n=22) n=99%)

ction may be subtle in it§ mture, it is critical in
i-g subssance. The distinetion is critical because it lllustrates that
termined to be eligible for and
the responsibility of special
2<ication, not regular sducation, to ensure interaction cpportunities
D

ed chiliren. As previcusly indicated, specia:

D

accapsed this responsidility zs an implicit element in the placement
es because the decisicns which & = made

rezariing opportunities %o interact with non-handicappe 2hildren =2

~22a at a very dSrcad, generi: level. Thesaz decisions tend <o be linited
c

1as3e3, Lunch, etc. Thess decisions tend not to be 2t zn operationzl or

imT lamentatlion leve. That is, while the placerxant team can mrle a
danizisn sraviiiag for regular 2lass placement for art, music, lunch and
recass, thare 13 virtually no discussion of the operational slamentis
~z.233ary oo really =2asure scclal integratic: of the nandicapped crild.
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genzral sense, odut that usuzlly there is ne real

27Tort to facilicate the integration of the child. For example, in cne
redilum sized urban district the team decided to place z Znd grade

ndicapped child in a2 self-contained ¢

-4
.
.

ass noused in a building with

. o PR —~ s . -, - .
cverliow Oth grads regular ec.caticn stu

-

L

ents. Cenerically, this

lad the opportunity for interaction with no
1. Jperationally, nowever, the decision did not address n
¢ be socially or academically iategratad

u
devaloping the Indivicdualized Zducational Plan for this chi

l3cussion was .:1d regarding now best to ensure participation in
2Xira-curricular activities with other non-handicapped) caildren, or now
23 ensure Inclusion during recess or lunch. 7What typically happens in

tnss2 setctings Is that the handicapped child does not z:itend lunch with a
nomeroom class comprisaed primarily of ncn-handicapped children; rather,
the nandicapped child zttends with the special education class and is

117 proximal o non-handicappsed children - but certainly nct sceially

n
l2ss clisar evicance that all of tne Zistricts in our sample

navartne
adr2red <2 the philosophny of providing suen opportunities. Tals was
raflactad DOLh In the number of generic placement decisions wnich

snlil2 sp2cizl =2ducsziion stall nave accepted the respeasibilis

g
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n Wwhich Xey topics were discussed and lle average rankings

& ~f dirsussion for thos: cases in whieh LRE and "mainstreaning”

or tne study sample as a wnole, four Xzy toplics were discussed in
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nt (n=97) of :the meetings with a mean rating for
or Soe:ial B:zaavior the freguency wes 88
‘n=713) znd tne rating was 2.3. Behavicr at Home and Program

07 =ne meetings, respectively. Thne extent of discussion was 1.5 for
Sanavyior a- Zome and 1.7 for Program Charzotaristics. In ~ontrast, Qiizr
mWild and Zducztional Harm to Child were mentiocned in only
sra=foursn 2f the mesilings and the discussion on thesz was minimal.

3imilarly, Proximity and Stigma were Inl :quently mentioned, again witn

"maiastreaning" were usad, the figures generally approximated tnose ror

tas study sampls as 2 whole. ZEnth Supplementary Services zend Progrzm
")

greater 2iscussion 2zch time. Tnis suggests that wnile not always

e = - b - . - - - -
~a’ayant t5 =n2 olzcaments, when the topic was rai-ted, 1t Was an
AT - bl - z [ S e ~ Fa
imnamtant Adizoussion item. Although slight increases 1. tne Ireque CY Ol
N - 3 - P = - 3 Za 4 b oo P S
ti3mussion 27 Proximity, Stigmz, Iducational marm t0 Child, 2=nd Othe
- - ) A - s t=1-Reb e Ings + —an NTLRTT and
zrm S0 Thili sceurred in meetings usSing Lne Lk LEZT an
- .
"mainstreaming,” the numbers of cases represented are L00 Smal. .Or 20V
Aman T it

N
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DISTRIBUTION OF TOPICS DISCUSSED IN PLACEMENT MEETINGS FOR
THOSE CASES IN WHICH "LRE"™ AND "MAINSTZRAMING" WHERE 4

SMENTIONED

i\
"

TABLE S.

: e - T oot meman o f i s . — -
i ” — = =
SLLYd 91 Aseu aauiqg | e = . - = - T
| 8= — == - S -= -
—— ﬁn —
S43YUIY O3 LRy da9y3Q v =2 ' =
) = —— & = ‘ln
L=
. e B i M
—
PLIYD ey > = ! = 5 —
- - " . - .
O WMARY [PUOLIVDINDT = = — o L.nw ' - e e —_
) : S
S L SR
sJdayy ‘ oy
07 ey rmuowpmuzvu ' ' ' : 1 o bk
: L ‘ w .l
———— - o ———— 4 - - I o
! p—
— ——
= (¥ ]
amdLlg ~ = o ! = o -
= . —— 1 -
o~ =i - ~N= - — *= —
— i puny
A3 LWL x0uy Si 3 ~ o < ~
; - 3
o= - = & - ~ = -
e L = ) i ~—
— = ] =
S3IPLVINST LD 4O SIBINGLATY L -4 Ty ) = e ~
o3 = — &= i —— —_— —
= = 1 o=
— - ey
- -~ — (¥
34915 10 SAINAQLally i = @ = 5 -
j L e o oy % ~IZ ' - =z .= -
) — = 1 - =
STLISLADIDRARYD wWRASO Ay i = ' ; : o ‘
= s == hanhd = e :
e -y — =2 “ O — -
m Lnan “W‘ ] i O
= —
j SWoH 19 a0LARyUIg i = e i iy i
| 1 T = e = { v — —
' e v D~ P
_ am -
H —— —
; = w | - =2
a0LaRYBg {et1009g = T - = v | : o g
2= i == | R.-= i
e e _ RGN o e o e e e e,
= = | oy
IUSUDAD LUDY HOOLSSE D) 4.». =3 o ~ <5 =
o T — “~> o= i g [aY] _‘th n/m
I e N ——— T S o i
L e — i
| i — ; — }
r— (¥ ] o
300, ., Aavquaswsiddneg | Rl ™ a5 -~ G =
_ JUNET o I P - — -
| o= N Oy~ ' ~ -
e S £ SO S : ] i i -
‘ [V} m [ o v "
=3 R " |
= . - PE S < P S ! !
142 wr Az 3 PRI -V [ = ] P
s et e i P as o I &z [ = [
&2 -3 ow oAy . e , o = ¢ - —
! RPN Sy =) = I O Ad TJ e =n = L= o= : —
o G R Ees 5 22| Evy S cten i Fe 5
=R A —_ 5 .= e = A — o 7= [ vt = 8
[ R = e — S P = 2 - ~ €y a— ' - = 73
o = 7 = e oo = 22 ees m vy K1l - y a3
. : R = — T = vy T = - -3
AR LT zi3eR ZZ3 g = 3 Z =
i = o = B = =< e . = e
B Do =3 i 5 X <o = oyl h..—" ! 3 ==
== i = = T !
- —_ D s P — B AR A ROUUSNIUS WA s — - e - - ——




O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

- - -t -~ -3 -~ A - - - S . - ~ ~ ]
malnstraaniny vas zenticnac igalin, The Tlgures are ganerasl;
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10Se case in wnien LRE was menticned were recuced,

comparedt4ith the study sampla as a whole, the freguency of occurrance is

inareased for -hose cases where "malirnstreaning' was mentioned. The

or the latter compared with 23 parcent for meeting
C

cr the study as a whole.

e

or the study sample as z who 2. Two other important differences
2re 3nown. The “raquency oF discussion concerning Other Harm to Chilc,
wnila somewh2t higner Sor "LRE"™ meetings (38%) comparea to the study

sampla 2s a whols (27%), was substantially higher for those ca s where

"ma_ nstreaning’ was mentionad {57%)
Tor all cases, Claszroom Achievement and Social Behavior were

iscussed a“t virtually every Zesting and ppeared to be the most

iscussed topics. Over=zll, ths findings suggest that academic and social
-nat as "mainstreaming” s discussed more specifically four cther
Zisnussiscn topics bSegin to e2merge: Supplementary Sarvices, Progrzm

Charactaristi.s, Other Hzrm to Child, and Proximity. The increased
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r-icinated in placement me=2tings in ordsr to document
a2 2urrent {or pasL) effcrts ©o maintain a «<nild in supplementary
. The informatsion w23 then used o either extend the

supplementary services or tc verify that, in fact, the supplementary

e 3 , 4 EalS < T ,
~aryizes were not meating the necessary n2eds of the cnild and a mere
- - - = -3 s =~
~asirintive sestiing was reguirsd.
ew PN h -~ Pad foy) - -
1 ~eagnd way in whish chase 2lements of LRE were examined was Dy
, - /s 3 “ 3« o - -
~mirz o sthe 2kttt wWnlch they Tin conjunctlion With dinsr ~eTs) wWere
- < N - -~ ~™ - = T - - - - !
Sizcors usa2d in o Latarmining olacexent. Tablia 3.7 presents the ranx orcer
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the frequency of occurence for all items used as criteria in

determining placement. The Social and Behavorial Needs of the student
ranked fourtn overall followed by Program Characteristics,
Restrictiveness, and Classmate Attributes as eighth, ninth and ten‘n.
Proximity and Educational farm to child were about in the middle, ranking
*hirteenth and sixteenth, respectively. The frequency with which these
i*ems were used in determining placement indicates that, when various
options were discussed, such items as the social and behavorial needs of
the child, program characteristics, restricsiveness, attributes of
classmates, proximity, and educational harm {0 child were crucial in

differentiating options.

Thus, it appears that most of the key elements of the L.RE concept
were generally manifested in placement meetings and that as the specific
dicussion focused on "mainstreaming®™ per se, these topics became more and
more important. This may simply reflect the artifical interchange of the
terms "LRE" and "mainstreaming," and the fact that mainstreaming is t-e
more common and better known term, thus more likely to be used in these
situaticns. Of all the elements encompassed by the concept of LRE, the
éocial and behaviorial needs of the child were most often discussed and

most often used in determining placement.

ZLEMENTS OF "LRE": Restrictiveness and Severity

The selection of cases for the study emphasized those with
multiple-agency involvement and greater severity. For this reason the
study sample overrepresents the most severe and complex cases for which
placement was determined. In fact, 13 percent of the study cases (n=12)
were selacted becauc: they were severely handicapped and 8 percent (n=8)
because they were classified 2as blind, deaf or seriously emotional
disturbed - a much higher rate of disability categories than would ve

sxpected through rardod selection.

"y
b

d staff reported during debriefing and analysis interviews that

el
the restrictiveness of placements was determined almost exclusively by

[§

iver
sne severity of tr= child's handicap. For example, Exhibit 5.1
requency .. placements by nandicapping condition) shows that the two

most restrictive piacements wnich wWere used, Residential School
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{Institution) and Homebound, wers for five seriocusly emotionally
iisturbed children, two nealth impaired, and one {(preschool) hearing
izpaired caild. The five seriously emotionally disturbed children who
were placed in residential settings represented only cne fifth of sample
nildren labeled as seriously emotionally disturbed (n=28). Three of the
five which were placed in residential settings were autistic children and
the other ~wo were adolescents engaged in 1life threatening activities.
For example, in one district the school staff were attempting to maintain
in a self-contained setting a child recently discharged from an
institution. However, because of the severity of the child's behavior
problems both the staff and parents agrzed to placement in a State
operated day school program. The school staff had no reservations
concerning their ability to meet the educational needs of the child
except during severe behavior episodes which they and the parents both
agreed, reguired an environment with a greater degree of control and thus
the need for a more restrictive setting. The two health impaired
children were suffering long term illresses which required extended rest
and medication. The apparent restrictivsness of the hearing impaired
child's placement. on the other hand, is artificial. In the absence of
i3rmal prescnool programs for children in the rural area where this child
lived, the hometound program desigrned to ennance language development and
readiness skills can hardly be regarded as an inappropriately restrictive

placement.

Overall, considerations of the restrictiveness of z placement
appeared to be determined by the severity of the handicapping condition

and deficiency in skills of the child.

Movement with Respect to restrictiveness

Although the cases in our sample more often culminated in no movement
with respect to restrictiveness, changes in the restrictiveness of the
placement of children were observed with enough frequency to Jjustify
special examination. Of the 96 cases in the sample, 23 involved
placement chenges wiih respect to restrictiveness. 'where there was
movement, the cases in our sample were more likely to move toward less

restrictive options. Of those 23 cases involving movement, 14 resulted

wn
—
(O]

O
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in change toward a less res.rictive option while only 9 cases ended with
placesment in a more restrictive environment. Another 33 casss resulted
in no change in the restrictiveness of the placement; the cnild remained
in nig/her class or changed classes/buildings, but the restrictiveness of

the placement remained the samze (e.g., from Teacher A's self-contained

Yy

class -o Teacher 3's self-contained class). The remaining 38 cases had

no previous placement in special education.

Movement or lack of movement was examined with regard to the
following variztles: type of case, tyDe of student (handicapping
condition, age, grade, ethricity), number of options considered, initial
and final placement, and parent attendance. In general, there seemed to
e no common element which might typify a particular direction of
movemsnt, and each case seemed to be individually de.2rmined. Because of
the small number of cases. drawing ccnclusions from these findings 1is

difficult.

Type of Case. Four major of case types were included in the study:

initial referrals, scheduled reevaluations, annual reviews, and
reevaluacions for change in placement. Because initial referrals (N=38)
nad no prior placement in special education, they were eliminated from

cur analyses in this section. As might be expected, reevaluations for

D

change in placement most often ~esulted in movement with respect to the
restrictiveness of the final placement. ALl 9 cases that resulted in

more restrictive placement were reevaluations for change in placement.
Ten of tne 14 cases ending in less restrictive placement were also this

’-

type of case. Thus, the majority of cases that culminated in movement
WEre onés “here there was a special request for placement change. This
finding seems to indicate that requests for changes in placement were
made somewnat conservatively or with a high degree of accuracy. That is,
requests for placement change seemed to be made when there was a clear
indication that the change would, in fact, occur. The 9 cases resulting
in more restrictive placements, all of which were requested changes,
might suggest that teachers were attempting to Keep children in less
restrictive environments whenever possidble. Only when the child was
slzarly unable %o benefit {rom the less restrictive setiing was a reguest

for change made.

(9]}
[0))
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"ot all reevaluations for change in placement resulted In aovement,
However. OF the 95 cases in the total sample, 33 -2re regusstel
~eavaluaticns. OF this number, iS5 resulted in movement, I nac rot
arrived at z placement decision by the conclusiocon of data collsctieon, and
tha remaining 12 did not result in changes in restrictiveness ialthowgh

of these 12 cases did involve a building crhange and 1 invelveC a class
)

Scheduled reevaluations comprised a2 smaller proportion of the sample,
but contained a much greater incidence of unchanged placements. OQur
sample contained 27 scheduled reevaluations, but only 3 of these types of
cases resulted in a2 change in the restrictiveness of the placement, all

tal

of which were —2>=d to less restrictive environments. Similarly, znnual

reviaws were observed in 4 instances; no change resulted in 3 of these
reviews and movement to a2 less restrictive environment occ..rred in 1
review case. Thus, the more routine types of cases resulted in few
restrictiveness changes, but in those infrequent instances where there

was mcvement it was toward a less restrictive environnent.

As would be expected, cases which began as requested placement -
changes most often resultzd in a change in restrictiveness. The more
routine types of cases - such as scheduled reevaluations and annual
reviews - did not tend to result in restrictiveness changes. Movement to
a more rastrictive environment was associated with cases for requested
placement change, but less restrictive placements z1so did occur with

“his type of case.

Type of Student. Four kinds of handicapping conditions were

represented by the cases where movement to z more or less restrictive

anvironment occured: serious emotional disturbance, mental retardation,
orthopedic impairments, and visual impairments. No clear trends emerged
ith regard to these handicapping conditions and their movement to either

more Or less restrictive placements.

Pernaps the most interesting finding with regard to handicapping

condition applies to children with learning disabilities. Although this

[

type of sondition comprised the sir

6]

gle largest proportion of nandicapping

"3
N
Co

conditions in our total sac~le {(29% o out of 96 cases), no cases
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involving Learning <isabilities resulted in movement to either a more or
lass restrictive placement. Turther examination of the sample data
indicated that most learning disabled stucdents were initial referrals and
us were not included in this amalvsis. This high number of initial
refarrzls of learaing disabled students may be caused Dy several
factors. Since our data collection took place late in the school year,
these students may have had such subtle impairments that they were not
detected until this time. There may also be a growing awareness and
assessment sophistication concerning this handicapping condltion,
resulting in greater numbers being identified. Also, this handicap
category may be regarded as a less serious disability compared with

others and thus the referral was delayed or given a low priority.

The age and grade levels of students experiencing cnang2s in
restrictiveness revealed no common pattern, primarily benause the sample
was oo small to allow conclusions to be drawn. Ethnicity was another
case variable examined in light of restrictiveness changes. ~n the
sample as a whole, 25 cases (26%) were identified as belonging to ethnic
minorities: 16 Black students, 7 Hispanics, and 2 cases classified as
other minority. Of these 25 minority cases, however, only 6 resulted in
a change in restrictiveness; 40 to a more restrictive environment ard 2
to a less restrictive one. Because of this small sample size, further

analyses were not warrented.

Options Considered. The number of different options which were

considered when determining placement was also investigated a= a possible
factor affecti the movement, or lack thereof, with respect to
restrictiveness. In our sample Ge observed few cases in which more than
cne option was ever raised and fawer still where zlternative options were
seriously considered. Out of 2 total of 96 cases, 29 raised more than
one option in discussing placement and only 13 of these gave serious
consideration to more than one option. Slightly more than half of the
nases that resulted in changes in restrictiveness in either direction,
ere 21so cases that discussed 2 varliety of options. Again, hcwever, the
aumbers of ~ases were sO small that great caution must oe exercisad in

< - -y ) -~ -
internreting tne 2acta.

N
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Out of 29 czses where more than one option was considersd, 5 resulted

ctive

poie

ia movemant to 2 more restrictive environment, 8 to a less rest

"3

2 1n restrictiveness, 1 had no final placement, and

g
for the remaining 9, movement was not zpplicable because there had been

0 prior placemaent in special ecducation. When only those cases which

.

seriously considered mcre than one option were examined, an unusually
nigh preportion of these ended in a more restrictive placement when
compare with the cases in which more than one placement option was
consicdered, but not seriously. This may indicate that where a more
restrictive placement was decided upon, serious consideration was, in
-

given to other possibilities before making that cz2cision. This

T

act,
ppears t0 be less so for less restrictive placements, only 2 of which

[\

.

were cases whers more :han one option was seriously considered.

my

The restrictiveness of the altsrnatives with respect to the final
plzcement as also examined. Of those 29 cases considering meore than one
option, 14 were placed in the more restrictive alterative and 10 in the
less restrictive alternative. The remaining 5 cases either did not

arrive at a placement decision or considered different classes/schools at

!
D

the same pcint on the continuum.

3

nus, in cases where a child was moved to a more restrictive
placement, more serious consideration to alternative options seemed to te
given. This might indicate that those making the placement decision
recognized the possible consequences . more restrictive placement and
thus only optgd fo~ this alternative after weighing other options

carefully.

Placement Settings. The current placement as compared to the final

plzcement was examined for any patterns regarding movement and placement
settings. Most of the cases resulting in movement were initially placed
in the following three options: regular class and resource room; regular
nlass and self- contained class; or 2 self-contained class on a regular
school campus. The final placements for cases showing movement
represented 2 wide variety of options along the continuum, from 3 cases
placed in regular ~lassrooms to 4 cases placed in public residential
senccls. The remaining cases which resultaed in restrictiveness changes

were fairly evenly spread among the options between these two placements.
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Movement from the three main options which students were currently In

5

s fairly well palanced becween more and less restrictive changes.
urthermore, there seemed to be a2 tendency toward moving students cut cof
the placement options at the most restrictive end of the continuum
(nospital, nomebound, private resicential school). Agzin, however
caution must be exercised in interpreting these results. Not only was
the number of cases showing movement smell, but the incidence of

placement at the more restrictive end of the continuum cai be expected to

4

e low 21s0. Furthermors, cases with placements at the more restrictive

b

end of the continuum may have occurred but not been observed by our
intapviewers due to a sampling biz:s in case selection. Parents might not
nave heen as likely to give their permission or districts may have
preferred that we did not attend certain meetings which were apt to end

in placements at the more restrictive end of the continuum.

In summary, there appears to be some indication that cases at the
nost restrictive end of the continuum were being moved into more
integraiad settings. Full plzcement in the rszular classroom was 21lso

obse~ved for several of the mildly involved students in our sample.

Parent Attendance. Tne results of the legal analysis activity of

this oroject indicated that, of those cases that came to a hearing,
parents generally advocated a more restrictive placement. To the extent
s neld true for cases culminating in an agreed upon placement, 2
of parent involvement in Cas&s3s moved to a more restrictive
se-ting should be found. To some degree, in fact, our results supported
tnis finding. In those cases where movement occured (either to a more or
less restrictive setting) parents were present more than two-thirds of

the time. However, when the movement involved a more restrictive

N
)
oy
A
o

setting, parents werc present more than three-fourths o the time

Civen our general finding that parents were rarely active
den~ision-makers, nowever, the effect of parent attendance on the outcome
of placement meetings is guestionable. In fact, parents may have been
somewhat more involved in the more restrictive case meetings, simply

~enause movement in this directicn indicated more serious problems wnich

.20
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the schools f£21% the parents snould be apprised of. That is, the school

o

system rather than the parent may be the impetus benhind movement to a

more restrictive setiing.

In summary, parent attendance was more evident in cases involving
movement to more restrictive settings. The reasons benind this, however

are unclear.

None of the districts sampled in this study designed. implementad or
participated in :training activities specific to the LRE provision of P.L.
J4-142. Al:hough most school personnel mentioned workshops on training
sessions when elements of the LRE concept were briefly discussed, there

were no reported instances of training and technical assistance

tx

activities ocecurring specific to LR

y, there was no evidence that local professional associations
groups were sensitive to or interested in the LRE provision.

ne only case which was observed in which a parent advocate

cr

(from the legal aid socieiy) participated, the major area of discussion
was the ineDpropriateness of services in a less restrictive environment.
The placement outcome, which was supported by the parent and advocate,
was a more restrictive, State operated day school. The discussion at the
meeting emphasized only the potential harmful effect on the quality of

services implied by the less restrictive setting.

Although nine districts reported that the Stzte monitored
implementation of the LRE provision, this monitoring, in all instances,
turned out to be a review only of policies and zssurances. There was no
indication that technical assistance or enforcement activities were in
any way related to an assessment of the extent to which LRE was actually
Implemented. In fact, given the confusion and interchanging of the terms
"LRE"™ and "mainstreaming" placements which only allow for opportunities
o interact with non-handicapr:xd children may well de regarded as full

RE.

]

a
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Two major types of constraints to fu

concept were apparent: to the lack of 2 full range of suitzble
olacements {(which would facilitate greater awareness of alternatives on

the part of school personnel for selecting among alternative placements);

and a general lack of understanding concerning the concept ¢ LRE.

There w:re a variety of factors which affected the availability of 2
ull econtinuum of service options including the impact of fiscal policy
at botn the State and local levels, organization of administrative

structures within the district {for example, housing school psvecnologists

itnin special education, rather than as an adjunct to general

education), geographical location of altermative service options
(requiring undue transportation of handicapped children), types of
special education speclalists which have been employed, and other,

related factors.

Despits such instances of operational infeasibility there were
excellent examples of efforts to mzintain children in as "normal” and
~non-restrictive zn environment as possibdle. There was a2 clear commitment
on the part of every district in the study sample to a typz of
"mainstreaming® which took the form of placing the hand icapped child in
close proximity £o nor.~handicapped caildren. Where such a placement was
not possible, children were often placed with less severly nandicapped
children {upstreaming). The degree of success and sophistication, of
course, varied considerably, but there was no question as to the sense of
commitment each district felt and showed in following through with such a
philosophy. For example, in twoO districts, unusual organizational
approaches to serving severely handicapped chiidren were observed which
sanded to mitigate =2gainst the.2 noted constraints. In both of these
districts the architectural design of the school building specifically
accommodated class arrangements for the nandicapped; educationzl programs
csr 5oth the handicapped (severely so in some cases) and non-handicapped
chil4 nad been operating side by side for more than five vears. This
oroduced 2 staff, student nody, and parent support groups wita a

remarkably cpen and ‘“nclusive attitude toward the nandicapped child.

IEREGEY
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Txhibit 5.1 shows the design of one such schcol bullding in one
district. Whils the nandicapoed children nave a designated secticn of
the buililding for instructional and_grouping purposes, the very open
"sads™ or instructional areas, commen play and lunch areas, and *he hizh
traffic axchange in the lobby area of the school enmhanced remarkably ths

students and opportunities for social integration. In facc,
this particular building contained severely impaired children from a
mobility aspect; the wide open physical spaces and lack of doors or
tignht, enclosed entryways, greatly enabled these children tc move f{reely
and easily with crutches, wheelchairs, and other mobility assistance
devices. In this setting, there was a great deal of extra-curricular and
social integration of the children - the pool serving as ons key focal
point for thnis. In fact, one of the most severely physically impaired
cnildren in the scnool was able to participate in a National Spelling Bee
ccmpetition representing this district and the state region. Such real
opportunities for interaction and excnange may well belie the need to
more precisely define implementation requirements for LRE at the
operational level in other districts. However, the concept of LRE is so
deeply entangled with the popular concept of "mainstreaming" that a
specific and directed effort is necessary to delineate the two concepts
and to focus on implementation of operatinnal elements of LRE

specifically.

Summary. Although the concept of LRE did not appear to be well
defined and was often confused with "mainstreaming," the major elements
which comprise the LRE provision in P.L. 94-142 were usually considered
(discussed) during formal placement meetings. Two primary problems with
full implementation of LRE appear to be the availability of a full
coatinuum of service options, and cperationalizing implementation of LRE

ceyond a generic level.

5.23 RN
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SUMMARY

In conclusion, the following highlight the major findings regarding
the role of LRE in placement determination and movement with respect to

restrictiveness:

® LRE as a concept was not well understood, and was generally
-.conceived of as "mainstreaming".

e Although the specific terms, LRE and "mainstreaming," were
infrequently used, the key elements of the general concepts
seemed to be frequently employed in placement decisions.

e There was no evidence of training and technical assistance
focused on LRE and written policies available for review tended
to be simply extracts of the Federal regulations or state law.

e Zxcluding initial referrals, the cases in our sample tended not
to result in placement changes which would alter the
restrictiveness of the setting. Where there was a change, there
was a tendency to move children to less rather than more
restrictive options.

9 Nearly all cases which resulted in restrictiveness movement were
requested reevaluations for change in placement.

e Scheduled reevaluations and annual reviews rarely resulted in
changes in placement restrictiveness. In the few cases where
moverent did oecur, I. was always to a less restrictive option.

o Czses resulting in movement to a more restrictive environment

frequently gave serious consideration to more than one optioan in
deteraining placement.

[+

Parents were slightly more likely to participate in cases which

resulted in more restrictive placement.
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INDIVIDUALIZED EDUCATIONAL PLAN

Background

Although the process by which the Individualized Educational Plan is
developed was not one of the focal issues of the study, the
“acividualizes Sducational Plan is inexitricably interwined with placement
decision-making and so the observation of == placement process yielded
several interesting findings about how Individualized Educational Plans
zre being developed. One queston addressed by the data was simply that

of the length of time between the writing of the Individualized

(W]

ducational Plan and deciding the handicapped child's placement (or vice
versa). Some interpretations of the "Individualized Educational Plan
oprocess" incorporate the initial referral, the (diagnostic)
educational-need determination of the teacher, and the multidisciplinary

activities of a general zssessment approach as broad aspects of

‘developing educational programming gcals and objectives. The general

definition of the Individualized Educational Plan as utilized in this
study, however, views the process as more delimited. Traditionally, the
Individualized Educational Plan is thought of as being directly relatec
o the placement decision - both in s:zquence and in time. As discussed
later in this chapter, the Individualized Educational Plan is essentially
seen as the process and product of efforts to define short-ternm
instructional objectives - which are generally developed by the teacher,
not assessment personnel. Although the law appears somewhat ambiguous zas

+5 whicn should occur first (defining the educational needs and then

:
P
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trying to match those with an appropriate placement or vice versa), the
findings for this study sample are quite definite with regard to the

actual sequence in practice.

s

This chapter summarizes the relationship between the placement
decision and the development of the Individualized Educational Plan as it
was observed. It also contains a discussion of the development of the
Individualized Zducational Plan as it was observed. Additionally, it
contains a discussion ¢ the development of the Individualized
Tducational Plan (who is involved, sequence, level of detail, and length
of time required) and topies covered during-the Individualized
Ed&cational Plan ard placement‘meetings. Generally, although the
regulations relating to Individualized Educational Plan development are
considerably more detailed than those relating to placement itself, thus
restricting the range of acceptable Individualized Educational Plan

ractices a district can adopt, our plecement observations showed variety

Ko

to be flourishing. This resulted in some "interpretive-bending"” of the
letter of the law, although the field staff unananimously felt the spirit

of the law was upheld.

As defined in P.L. 94-142, an individualized education prograc is 2
”w;itten statement for each handicapped child developed by a
representative of the local educational agency . . ., the teacher, the
parents, or guardian of such a child, and whenever appropriate, such
eniid. . . " t is important to note that the participants in the
Individualized Educational Plan process are indicated. .he regulations
are very cle2ar in requiring that a meeting be held to develop 2an
Tndividualized Educational Plan and that particular persons be In

attendance.

Precise components of the written statement (which is the outcome of
tne meeting) are also delineated in the law. The Individualized

Zducational Plan must contain:

Q

)

statement of present levels of educational performance;

statement of annual goals, including snort-term instructional

Siectives;

o

J o



O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

] a statement of specific educational services to be provided;

] extent to which child will be able to participate in regular
educational programs;

) projected data for initiation of serviceé;

o] expected duration of services; and,

@ objective criteria, evaluation procedures-and schedules for

determining annuall- whether objectives are being achieved.

The fourth component in this listing relates directly to LRE in that the
extent of the student's participation in regular education must be
indicated on the Individualized Educational Plan. Ideally, this item

could serve to remind planning teams of the importance of the LRE mandate

for each student's educationzl programn.

Standzprd Operatinz Procedures Related to Individualized Educational Plan

Development

The Individualized Educational Plan-placement relationship is
addressed indirectly in several places in the regulations. The main
thrust is that the Individualized Educational Plan should be developed
prior to a placement decision. Each handicapped student's placement is
s be "based on his or her individualized educational program" (see
Section 121a. 552(a)(1)). 1If the decision is to be based on the program,
then an educational program must be drawn up before a decision can be
reached. Furthermore, alternative placements must be "available to the
2xtent necessary to implement the individualized education program for
each handicapped child" (see Section 121a. 552(b)). Again, the
implication is that the Indivicdualized Educational Plan precedes the
placement decision. On the other hand, as discussed abové, the
Individualized Educational Plan must include an indication of the amount
of timé the student is to be in regular classes, implying that placement

is unown befcre the Individualized Educational Plan is completed.

Otner regulations relate to the time allowed for Individualized
Educationszl Plan development and its renewal. An Individualized
Sducational Plan must be on file within 30 days of the determination of

special need. At the beginning of the schocl year, Individualized

Oy
w



Zducational Plans are to be developed by October 1. A meeting must be
neld at least once a year to review each student's Individualized
Zducational Plan. Some of the meetings observed, as part of this study,

were Individualized Educational Plar review meetings.

The state laws and regulations for the five states in the study are
in many respects similar, and often identical to federal requirements
related to the Individualized Educational Plan. The states did
occasionally go beyond the federal regulations with additional or more
specific requirements for Individualized Educational Plan development.
Due to the great variability in procedures, it is difficult to compare
one district to another. For some districts, written administrative
guidelines were nonexistent; for others, they existed but were so vague
that a multitude of procedures would fall easily within their bounds.
However, ons element of consistency from district to district was
presen-. a standard form on which district staff recorded the
Individualized Educational Plan. Three sample Individualized Educational
Plan forms are shown in Exhibit 6.1. Each example is from a different
school distriet in different states, and as a result they vary
considerably in complexity and level of detail required. They also
differ in sucn detail as space identified for the parents' signature,
delineation of services to be provided, and listing of projected review
date. A1l three have a space for indicating the amount of time in

regular education (which is required by law) .

IEPs and the Determination of Placement

One of the strongest findings to emerge from the observations of
initial placement and reevaluation meetings was that the Individualized
Tdueational Plan was alwevs developed after the placement decision wzs
~adz. Not once in all of the cases observed was the order transposed.
"Af a7 was not an egqual time interval from case to case. In some cases,
cne Inciridualized Zducational Plan was developed at the same meeting
where the placement decision was made. In other cases, a placement
deoizion was made, the child was placed and, a2fter the new teacher Zot to

“now “he cnild, the Seacher devaloped an Indivicualized Zducatianal
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ZXRI3IT 6.1 SAMPLE Individualized Educational Plan FORMS
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INDIVIDUAL LOUCATION PLAN
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Partlcipants in Mecting:

Representative of Diatiict

Child's Teacher(u)

Cntld's Parani(s)
Membar ot Evaluation Toam

Ot (Identity)




Child’'s Namo

INDIVIDUAL EDUCATYION PLAN
(Continuation Sheet)

Person{s) Heaponsitle

_Aye _______ Program Locatlon

Oate ol 1EP

Specitic Ubjectives

O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

SuasteglestTechnlquasiMateslals

Crileile 8ud Evalustion Procedures

tinmatgo Dales
820:n L3 11¥] SLUN

ACiuaL

ino

Coauneniz

F‘t
-

1°9 LI9THX3

(panu1juo))



[Emc-ﬁﬁfﬂ “td Teacher
Lanary - L) cial td feacher SPECIAL ’C/\”ON

» - N e n . .
Plik - Gratial T INUIYIOUAL T2ED EDUCATION PROCRAM

fwidenrod - ' 1 |

Stuntar _ BIRTMDAIE GRACE SCHOO0L

®

T, SSUMHARY OF PRESENT LEVEL(S) OF PLRFORMANCE

SCHOUL YEAR_

1L AUUAL ORLS

A, Scholastic:  Hay fnclude, but not be limited to, acsdemic skills
[resding, mathenatics, <soelling, ete.), tntelicctual ability,
Vangriage/ commnication develupment and self-help skiltls,

* Lvery ares wmant De addiessed for cach student.

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

1°9 1181HX3

(panutiuo))



otV IHUAL LD HBUCATION PROGRAIY {Cont Inued) @& STUNENT

Lo SSUTARY OF PRESENT LEVEL(S) OF PERFORMANCE

it.

MUAL_GORLS

#. Inysical: Hay fnclude, but not be ifmited to, the genersl hesith
status ot the ohild, vision amd hearing, musculo-skeletal, neuro-
logival and developmental areas.

Adjustwent:  May Include, but not be liml::d to, a description

Gl the student’s emottonal excesses and deoiclts as they affect
Uhe student’s behavior i personel, soclal, academic and potential
cecuparlional euvironments,

M ey arta om0 bee sddressed for each student.

Ty
£ i_tj
O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

179 LI9IHX3

(panuL3uo))



HOTYLOR LU0 COULATION PRUGRAN {Continued} )

| SSWEARY OF PRESLAL LOVEL(S) OF PERIQRIANCE

Contlnustion of

D, Other: May include any other areas relevant to the student's
special educational necds.

STUDENT

1. MUAL GUALS

S bveny oared U be adidiessed tor each student,

o

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

fraruva

sT*n

Inantanunny



Stun

vi.

¥il.

fhate

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Pl PROJLCIED REVIEW OATE

CUASS PEACLICG Alve )OLATED SERVICE(S)

Projected Length of Service Beyin/tud
Ao Least deslra Live tuvironment ’

oo Sedd contanaed

20 ot e Bocas {0 wins fday)

Vo Fesourve man | S 120 ming . Aday __-_7_

T Reyolar classioom wilth related services_

. Related Servacus

C. Specialized plysacai education necessary
Pescription,

EXTRH]D G0 Snicn Steotdl WILL PARTICIPATE IM REGUUAR EDUCATION PROGRA:

Culie 1S

PEP COivibiiet Mngews

Position I ive had Uhe sppartunity Lo parlicipate in the developunt of this
individualized edacalion program and have had my 1ights and respunsi-
S e e e bilities explained n me in o wanner wivich I fully wderstand, |}
understand the reasons for the special education placewent/services
- e ond give my permission for my child Lo participate fn these programs/

services.

I have had an opportunity Lo submil abjectives fur my chidd and have

been informed that the staff responsibile for luplevanllog the objec-

tives will add and/or revise the objectives so Lol they rellect iy

child's progiess tovard the goals. | ounderstand lhat my child mgy

U A U nol atlain mastery dn all of the ebjeclives as stated, bul that any
significant changes in objeclives or proyram sclesdaling wonld require
my inforarnd conscit.

of Canleience

Svgnaturs of Parent/legal Guardian/Stad ot Date

oo
{



O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Plan. In still other cases, 2 placement for the fall was being decided
and “here was no intention of developing an Indivi salized Educational
Plan for these children until the following Seotembe..L/ In certain
a .nual reviews the sequence of the decision-making was slightly
different. 1In some of these review cases the Individualized Educatioral
Plan was us<=d as the documeat on which placement deliberations were
based. The Individualized Educational Plan was then revised tc meet the
student's needs and next year's programming decislons were incerporated
on the revised documents. Generally, the timing of Individualized :
Sducational Plan development seemed to be a matter of district policy.
For example, if one case in the district had a separate Individualized
Sducational Plan meeting, all cases in that district followed suit. The
number of meetings z2lso seezed to depend somewhat on whether the case was
an initial referral or one which was new to the district. The less
familiar the student was to the special education staff, the more
difficult it was to develop an Individualized Educational Plan. More
time with the student might be required. One of the factors which
affected data collection for the study was development of :lhe
Individualized Ejucational Plan after placement, resulting in the
ndivicualized Educational Plan meeting heing observed for less than half
of the study's cases. Among the reasons for this were that the
adivicualized Educational Plan meeting conflicted with a placement

meeting on another case, the meeting was held after data collection

]

nded, or the meeting was scheduled for September.

Tne sequence of events whicn dictates that placement 1is followed by
Individus lized Educational Plzn, is one which districts appeared to have
independently arrived at as a sound procedure, and one which raises

several questions. One overriding issue is why this sequential

)

rrangement is favored over others. Anctner is whether the intent of the

iaw is being upheld with this arrangemenc.

The purpose of requiring tha% the child's special educaticn placemen:

ne nasad on a2n Indivicdualized Zducaiional Plan is to insure that the

/-

_/This was due primarily %o the Marcn-to-May lizing of tae observations.



considered in the Dlacement process. However, In
~eaching a2 placement decision, the placemsnt team tends {0 consider the

zlc5ally rather than in 2 precise, written fashion (such as

s

i3 recommanded by Individualized Zducaticnal Plan procedures).
Turtnermore, placement-related needs are also not always progrzmming
nzeds. A child mav aeed nelp with addition and subtraction, but this
ices nobt point to any particular placement. "Needs more attention™;
"neads a smaller class"; "needs to be around children of her ability
level™ are needs that narrow the range of what is an approprizate
=tucationzl setting for this child. They are th2 kinds of needs
-cnsidered in reacning a placement decision anc they are often the
daerlying rationale for the decision. Interestingly enough, these kinds
5f needs do not often occur on Individualized Educational Plans because

cney nave aliready been met by placing the child in an appropriate setting.

It can be nypothesized that the Individualized Educational Plan was
developad after placement because the LEAs in the study appear tc ~=—e
implicitly recognized that handicapped children have at least twc kinds
57 needs: placement-related needs (class size, ciassmate attributes,
eto.) and program-related needs (specific goals and objectives). The
i rgt order of business was o select an environment which satisfies as
many of the placement-related needs as possible. The next was to
determine, 2t a much more precise programmatic level, what the teacher

=nd “he s*udent should establisn as goals and objectives in that

Tne variation among districts in the time lapse bDetween steps was
~olated o other variations in practice. Logically, the receiving
csacher cannot be involved with the development of the Individualized
Zeueational Plan until the child's placement is decided (until placement,
~he receiving teacher is technically unknown). Therefore, to nave the
~sp2iving teacher involved, a two-meeting sequence can be used cr the
Slacement can be decided informally prior to the meeting, and the teacher
imvyi-ed. A situation which facilitates one meeting for bcth pl:-ement

sed Tagiyviduezlized Zducational Plan is the review meeting for a stucent

Oy
—_
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already receiving special eaucation services and Zor whom little or n¢
ne teacher in this case is totally Tamiliar

4ich tne student and can =2a3ily direct Zevelopment of the Individualized

in example where the Individualized Educational Plan was develcped at

By

ne same meeting as the placement decision was the case of a young

cr

student who had spent the vear in a self-contained classroom. The
purpose of the meeting, which was attended by the child's teacher, speech
therapist, and principal, was to review the chiid's placement for next
year. They Jointly agreed that the child had made good progress and
could be placed with non-handicapped children for a2ll non-academic
subjects the following year. The team then proceeded to develop the
long- and short-term goals which were to serve as the Individualized
Zducational Plan for the next year. The meeting reflected a high degree
of team effort as well as a commitment to least restrictive placement.
The Individualized Educational Plan, however, was drawn up without 2
parent present. (Individualized Ecucational Plans in that State were

generally explained to parents at a separately scheduled conference.)

An exampls of a2 two-meeting sequence where the Individualized
Tducational Plan is developed at the secord meeting was illustrated bty
the case of the(handicapped preschooler who had previously been enrolled
in another program and whose family had just moved to the district. The
mother and the child met with the distriect staff member in charge of
orograms for the de-slopmentally delayed. Together, the mother and stafif
memper selected a classroom. The child was enrollad and began
attending. About three weeks later the new tezacher and the speech
snerapist {who was in attendance as the district representative) met with

«ne mother for 1 1/2 nours and developed a list of annual goals and

short-range objectives.

Another issue related %o Individualized Zducational Plan development
i35 precisely what constitutes an Individualized Educational Plan. While

<1e components of the Individualized Educational Plan are clearly listed

tna law, these are not always developed by the same people at the same

Fa Y
0o
.



zmes2zing. A psvchologist might supply the present level of

s
thne team chairperscn, znnual goals; and the student’s teacher may add

One accepted usage of the term "Individualized EZducatio P
the way it is used nere) cmphasizes the short-term instructional
objectives as its essence. Informal discussions with district staff
suggested that they tno perceived the Individualized Educatibnal Plan
tnis way; however, on paper and in official labelling practices tae
Individualized EZducational Plan term took on many different usages. Many
meetings were formally labelled as Individualized Educational Plan
meetings, yet they ware primarily concermed with placement issues. In
one of the districts, various parts of the meeting were identified as
being rsaquired by state law or by federal law. The part of the meeting
required by "federal law" was called the Indivicualized Educational zn
meeting. t went up to, but did not include, instructional objectives.
In ancther district, the entire packet of paper generated through the
referral and placement process was called the Individualized Educational
lan. Labels did not help much, however, because one district’s
"Individualized Educational Plan meeting®™ was another's "staffing". The
fact that a meeting was called an "Individualized Educational Plan
meeting®™ did not necessarily mean 2ll the components of the
Individualized Educational Plan would be forthcoming. Overall, 16 of the
134 (12%) meetings observed were called "Individualized Educational Plan

meetings.” Twelve of the 16 came from two States.

One possible reason why the districls have extended the use of the
“erm Individualized Educational Plan is because there is some confusion
over just what the law requires with regard to the components and the
time requirements fcr the Individualized Educaticnal Plan. Some
4istricts, for instance, seemed somewnat unsure about the timing of

Individualized Sducational Plan development. The easiest solution then

O
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was to cover all bases and inciude everything under the Individuzlized

Sducationzl Plan umbrella.

Develooment of the IEP. The actual development of the Individualized

(€3]

ducational Plan appeared to take place in one of sevaral ways.
Observers reported cases where the completed Individualized Educational
Plan was orought to the meeting for iscussion ana signatures. An
altermative procedure was o bring a draft form and copy It onto the
official form during the meeting. The draft could consist of jotted

notes or a detailed program of instructional goals and objectives. In

‘some cases, the more general components of the Individualized Educational

Dilan were worked out during the course of the meeting. The involvement
of more than one professional also was associated with variation in
orocedures. For some students, one Individualized Educational Plan
incorporating goals and objectives from all the relevant professionals
was developed. For others, separate documents were developed for each
teacher or therapist working with the child. In the case of a first
grader who was being recommended for 2 self-contained placement in the
fall with occupational and physical therapy, bvoth therapists developed
separate Individualized Educational Plans. The therapists were to begin
serving the boy in the soring while he was still in the regular class, so
they met with the regular teacher to present each of their Individualized
Sducational Plans for the child, and to point out how she could work with
tne child in the classroom. This meeting was held before the parent was
czlled in, and the parent was certainly not involved in the development
process. On the positive side, the procedures showed extensive
multidisciplirary teaming, and much communication and exchange of
informaticn among staff members. Although separzte Individualized
Zducaticral Plans nad been developed, each professional working with the

onild we. familiar with the gcals of the others.

Wnen parents were involved, a typical Individualiized Sducational Plan
meeting structure consisted of a teacher, a2 parent, and 2 third memrber.
The -eacher tended to direct the meeting. It was the rare parent who

-,
playec an activelrole in drawing up of an instructional program for

~e

W
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nis/mer~ cnild. The thir: member's contributicn varied from extensive to

~imal. TIf the 2hild was Known or if the irdividual would. in fact, De

B

working with the child, the third member could be as imp
b >

~tant as =2

)

0
teacher to the process of developing the Individualizec Educationzl

~

thinrd person was there solcly to meet the requirement of

An example involving some of the elements described above »as the
case of the young mentally retarded boy who had recently coze to the
district and was being moved from a regular class to a self-contained
class. In a previous meeting the placement decision had been made and
long-range goals were recorded. The boy was subsequently vlaced in the
self-contiained class. After a few weeks, the new teacher (who was not in
attendance at the previous placement meeting) called a meeting to discuss
the Individualized Educational Plan with the boy's mother. The third
participant in this Individualized Educational Plan meeting was to have
been the social worker, but the mother was late and the social worker had
to leave. She was replaced by another self-contained teacher who served
as a scribe during the meeting. The meeting was totally directed by the
child's teacher. The mother said little even though she was asked to

commen:. The other teacher who did not know the child also contributed

1ittle. The child's new teacher discussed the Individualized EZducational
Plan which had been developed by her. This included a completely new set
of annual goals since this teacher nhad not even seen the ones drewn up at

the placement meeting.

With regard to the letter and the spirit of the law, it should be
obvious that deviations from the Individualized Educational Plan
requirements were quite common. Individualized Educational Plans were
usually not developed in meetings; they were often developed prior to a
meeting by a single individual and presented later. Given the minimal
level of parent participation which characterized many meetings, this
seems to be an efficient and effective wa” to produce an Individualized
Zducational Plan. A4n Individualized Educational Plan developed at many

of the meetings would have been largely the result of teacher input and

5.17 T
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direction anywey. In all cases, parents were provided ample cpportunity

0 react to the Individualized Educational Plan aznd to change it as

cr

her
saw fit. Wnile active parent involvement is the ideal, in many instances
the professional aducators were forced to operate in the driver's seac.
™ais situation could ~=rtainly change in the future as parents becoms
more knowledgeable about the placement process ani the development of the

Indi~icdualized Educational Plan components.

The sequential relationship of the placement decision and
Individualized Bducati:nal Plan development seems to be so universally
adopted that its logic must be considered. As mentioned above, the
child's needs were considered throughout the process. Although the needs
on which the placement decision was based were coften not recorded (ci: the
Individualized Educational Plan or elsewhere); they were, in fact,

individually considered for each student.

Tne length of time between the placement decision and the
Individuaiized Educational Plan also seemed to be guided by a logic
sensitive to the individual situation. While the districts may have
r.iged 2 bit on the time regquirements of -he law, this generally appeared
t5 have been done to develop a more informed educatiocnal progranm for tne
student. Observed practices suggested that districts feel that, for the
most part, the receiving teacher is the individual best suited to direct
the specification of ir-~tructional objectives. The preferred situation
is to have that process grounded in first-hand knowledge of the child

whenever possible.

Discussion Topics During the IEP Meeting. During observations, we

o

ere irterested in whether general ard specific objectives were

b3

discussed. One of the procedural issues was the type of writing going on
duri the meeting. In 21 percent of the cases,g/ general goals and

objectives were written down cduring the course of the meeting. Specific

2/The remaining data are presented on cases, not meetings. Cases are
more meaningful for Individualized Educational Plan issues, since goals
and objectives would be expected to surface somewhere over the course
nf the process but not necessarily in every meeting.

by
oe

Cr



goals arnd objectives were written down in only 8 percent of the cases.

c

The small percentages do not necessarily signify that general and
specific objectives were not often discussed. Wnat these percenta
indicate is that the writing of goals and objectives during a meeting cid
rot often occur. As discussed above, it was common for the actual
writing £o occur outside the meeting — either before or after.

Two categories included in the list of topies discussed at the
zmeeting were general programaing gczls/needs and specific programming
gcals/needs. General programrcing goals/needs are synonymous with long
term o~ annual goals. Specific programming goals/needs are short-term
objectives and more precise than the previous category. Zach topic
category was given either 2 0, 1, 2, or 3 rating for extent of
discussion, with "3" meaning the topic was extensively discussed. Table
6.1 shows the number of cases for the study sample which received at
least one "3" rating over the course of the meetings on that case. For
the category of general goals, this topic was extensively discussed

i.e., "3"), at least for one meeting in 27 percent of the cases. In 32
percent of the cases, the topic received no higher rating than a m2e,  In
41 percent of the cases, general programming goals/needs reczived no more
than a "0 or "1", meaning that the topic was barely mentioned, if at

all. These data indicate that many more topics are being discussed at

the placement meeting than simply the general goals.

These data also confirm the -eakness of the link betwee. the
placement process (which was always observed) and the Individualized
Zducational Plan (which was onrly sometimes observed). They suggest that
tae topic of specific programming goals ard rieeds are similar in their
pattern but that they also show even less of a link between the
diswussion of specific goals and making a placement decision. In 24
percent of the cases, this topic was extensively discussed during at
least cne meeting; in 17 percent, it was at least moderately discussed.
In over half the cases (59%), specific goals were barely mentioned. If

anything, these data overstate the discussion of specific goals in the

O
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context c¢f plzcement, because they include severzl cases which were

1
followed after placemen: to the devzlopment of an Individualized
duca P

131

ional

ot

lan by the receiving teacher. For these cases, although
specific goals were extensively discussed, the discussion had no impact
on placement. In general, the data on general and specilic joals suggest

that these two categories were not zajor considerations in many cf the

1]

cases observed. A4n examination of the zroportion of the meeting which
w2s devoted to their discussion is another way to look at these
categories. In most instances, this measure overlaps with the
extensiveness rating; a topic extensively discussed tied up 2 large
proportion of the meeting. However, in meetings when many toplcs were
extensively discussed, each could account for only a small proportion of

the time, which would explain a difference between the two measures.

—3
8>
w
ks
(o)

.1: EXTENT OF DISCUSSION FOR GOALS/NEEZDS

Percent of Cases
At least 2 At least a
3 2 but ot a 3 0 or 1
general programming 27% 32% 419
goals/needs
specific programming 243 17% 59%
goals/needs

Note: N=92 cases

1 ')://
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Cases were classifi into these categories: cases whers any single

(]

topic of discussion occupisd at least 20 percent of the meeiling; cases
wn2re 2 single topic occupied a2t least 1C, but not more than 19, percent
of the meeting; and cases where the most 2 single topic occupied across
211 relevant meetings, wes ° Dercent or izss. The data are presentced in
Table 6.2. For both general azd specific goals. in only 21 percent of
tne cases did the discussion of that topic occupy more than 20 percent of
2ny of the meetings on the cases. At the other extrene, for 3% percen:
of the cases, general goals occupied no more than 9 percent of the
discussion for any of the meetings on the cases. In 59 percent of the
cases, specific goals and objectives occupied less than 10 percent of any
meeting. These data tend to confirm the earlier discussion. Although
general goals and objectives were mot 2 major topic at most of the
meetings observed, specific goals and objectives were discussed even less

extensively -- in fact, barely at all in most of the cases.

TABLE 6.2: CASES WHERE CGCALS DISCUSSED

Percent of Casez for
Percentage of Meeting Topic Discussed

C -9 10 - 19 20 or more
}
General Goals 344 459 21%
Specific Goals 59% 20% 21%

Note: Wnen case included two or more meetings,
it was classified by the highes: percentage
over all the meetings. N=91 cases.

In sumery, the Individualized Educational Plan development
procedures varied dramaticzlly across the 15 districts in ocur study.
However, there was one overriding similarity; in all 96 cases the

sequence of the process was always plzacement first, and then

VN
()
|
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Tndivicdualized Educational Plan development. The total time required for
this sequence also variad quite drematically from ds.ng nandled within
the same meeting to actually being developed the following school year.
Although this sequence and timing may seem incongruent wicth those
specified in the P.L. 94-142 Regulations. they make sense from the
perational perspective. The child's recelving teacher canot
e determined, and hence involved, in the development of th
Tadividualized Educationzl P2lan until the placement is known. Therefore,
it mekes logical sense to identify the plzcement and receiving teacher
prior to defining components of the Tndividualized Educational Plan.
Additionally, from a pragmatic perspective it makes sense for the child’s
newly assigned teacher to get to know on a daily basis the child's
capabilities, work style, and routines prior to developing instructional

objectives.

Other areas where discrepancies comzonly existed between
Individualized Educational Plan requirements and the actual practice of
Tndividualized Educational Plan development included: delimiting and
defining components of the Individualized Educational Plan, participants
who attend the meeting, number of meetings designated as Individualized

Zducational Plan meetings, and the nature and process of actually writing

up the elements cof the Individualized Educational ?Plan.

Arncillary Activities

Tne study gathered relatively little information about ancillary
activities related to the Indivicualized Educational Plan.
Tnéividualized Educational Plans were, of course, monitored by the
state. Monitoring generally seemed to consist of verifying their
existence and the existence of all the required components. Quality of
the Individualized Educational Plans' contents was not part of the

monitoring process.

Training in Individualized Educational Plan development nad

apparently been given in several districts. It appears that more
trzining is needed in this area, however, as some teachers expressed a
dagsire for “~adback on cheir Individualized Educational Plans.



- -~ b
Constraints

Cne of the major constrazints affecting the usefulness of the
Indivicdualized Educational Plan is the fact that the Individualized
Zducational Plan is often seen solely as a requirement of the law.

Rather than serving as a2 guide which directs the teachers' activities
with a child, the Iniividualized Educational Plan Is perceived to be Just
one more piece of required paper that must be completed on each special

. ‘.

education student. Discussions with teachers revealed that

Individualized Educational Plans were sometimes developed fcr inclusion
n

in the file and :then another instructional plan or seguence wWas drawn up
for actual use with the child. This recdundancy was not an attempt at
subversion or deceit. The teachers -imply did not perceive the
nofficial Individualized Educational Plan as something to be
incorporated into their classrocm routines; for them it was simply a part
of the required paperwork. Given this type of pigeon-holing of the
Individualized Educational Plan, it .S easy to see why teachers would
resent the time involved in developing sometning which was of no further

use to them.

One district complained of an especially unusual constraint related
to Individuzlized Educational Plan devalopment. Teachers in this
district made extensive use of instructionzl objectives (and their
Indivicualized Educational Plans) in teaching handicapped students. The
district had adopted this approach prior to P.L. QU4.142. Because of the
onset of the law and its Cctober ist deadline for Individualized
ZEducatiosnal Plans on file, the district felt its Individualized
Zducational Plans were no longer as gocd as they used to be. Previously,
teachers had spent the first two months (both September and October)
developing detailed plans for each s:tudent. Since the new timeline
curtailad this planning psriod by one month, this led to more abbreviated

Indivicualized Educz*ional Plans.

Nne last constraint arose in those cases where districts held to

it

iet time lines in completing Individualized Educational Plans. A

&
%

(4]

uick completion of the procesz often meant that =i Individualized

e
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ducational Plan was developed by somecne with very little knowledge of

the child. (It is not difficult to see why the Individualizec

Tducational Plan was not utilized and later reclaced by a more functional

plan.) Lack of xnowledze it 2 rziher Sormidable hurdle in establishing

s amva

goals and cbjectives.

The follcowing findings highlight the major study resultis related O

~~e Indivicduzlized Educational Plan:

o} Individualized Educz:ional Plans were developed after placement
and, tnerefore, were not used to determine placement.

e Parents were not consistently in zttendance at Individuzlized
Educational Plan meetings and when they -=re, they ware often
unable to contribute to the meeting.

© The Individualized Educational Plzn was viewed more as a paper
reguirement of institutional practices rather than as a useful

tool for prozramming.
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SARINT/STUDENT INVOLV=EMINT

Backzround

The presence of parents and their rcle in placement determination i

one of the key areas o: concern for this studv. The impact which parents

car have on the educational process ané on their child's educational

0

progracz is potentially very great. Tners is overwhelming evidernce from
this study (the mother was the second most frequent meeting participant)
which indicates that parents are attending placement and IEP meetings.
Although current indications are that parents are not nearly approaching
fulfillment of the role envisioned for them, they have made the first
major step toward this role by attending the meeting. The ultimate goal
of participatory decision-making is still a long procesc. Fears on the
part of educators, that parents would begin dictating placements to. the
schools, do mot seem to be transpiring. Instead, parent invclvement
seems t0 be suspended in the middle of two extremes: rparents do not

dominate meetings nor co they actively participate.

To a much lesser extent, students have begun to be included in the
mechanisms which govern their educational growth. The degree of student
par*cipation, however, remains far below that ¢cf their parents. It is
the responsibility of the local school distriets to assist stu“ents in
necoming contributors to shaping their educationzl destinies. The law
provides a framework within which student participation can be
accommodated, but it is up to local districts to operationalize this

concept of involvement in a pragmatic way.
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o Operating Procedures
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hrough an sxamiyation of P.L. 94-142 guidelines, and the procedures
reguired under state and local policies, some indication of the standard
operating procedures with regard to parent/studenﬁ involvement can be
obtained. At the Federal level, P.L. 94-142 requires parent consent for
evaluation and initial placement; parental notification concerning any
action with respect to the child; and parent attendarnce at IEP meetings.
Ciearly, the intent of these guidelines is to ensure that parents are
211y informed and, therefore, capable of participating in the
decision~meking process. These regulations also seek to ensure that
-=rents understand and have approved the educationzl placement of their
cnild. With respect to student participation, Federal guidelines are, of
necessity, less encompassing. Other than indicating the studen® as 2
participant in IEP meetings M™where appropriate®, the manner of student

involvement is mot further specified.

Standard operating procedures from the Federal vigwpoint tuen, are
geared toward establiching a school-family partnersnip in which
information is shared and decisicns are made Jjointliv. Student
participa*ion is less well defined te zllow for age and severity
differe Wnich may make invelvement lmapproprizte. Parent
participa..on is more clearly specified, while at the same tic: allowing
for flexibility so that state and local jurisdictions can supplement

these guidelines if necessary.

The 15 districts in our sac..2, however, rarely expanded upon P.L.
G4_142 in their written policies concerning parent/student involvement.
One Std“e did require nome visits by a home-liaison specialist to ensure
parent involvement in the development of the individualized education
plan. Anotrer district indicated that parents should have an individual
conference with the teacher a2t least twice a year in addition to the
required IEP meeting. Cne district established 2 policy concerning whom

the parent can bring to & meeting, allowing the district veto powers.

J

olicies concermiag student attendance were infrequent. In one district,
the junior nigh school had its own, unwritten policy that students should

routinely attend meetings. Anotner district nad recently changed its
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solicy regarding student attendance at meetings because many attending
students were ureble to handle themselves at the meeting. Now, student

parti~ipation is uwp to the discretion of the placement team.

Determination of Placement

There was clearly a sincere attempt on the part of most school
persomnel to encourage parent attendance and participation at mestings.
Parent involvement usually took the form of supplying information
corcerning family background and placement preferences. In very few
cases was there any indication that the parents were dissatisfied with
the placerment decision; for the most part, the schoocl personnel were
successful in their attempts to persuade parents as to the
appropriateness of the placement and to accommodate parent preferences
whnere possible. Tather than taking an active role in decision-making,
nowever, parents ard team members seemed to be most comfortable when the
sehool took the lead in determining placement. Thus, in most of the
mestings observed in our sample, the purpose of the meeting was mot for
group decision-making, but rather to explain the decision to parents,
solicit background information, and to obtain parent approval. Although
<he intent of P.L. 94-142 goes beyord this, active parent partizipation
in making decisions did not seem to De a thrust in the meetings we
shserved. Our information is discussed below and 1is grouped into four
main zreas: attendance, information sharing, criteria for evaluating
cptions, and efforts to encourzge or qualita*ively to improve
par:icipation.

a

Zarent Attendance

There was a high degree of parent attendance at meetings: nearly
«co-trirds of the 134 meetings observed included parents (62%; n=83).
nese meetings were not confined to IEP development as required by law,
syt a2lso involved referral meetings, placement meetings, ard rzetings for
annual reviews or reevaluations. Thus, in our sample of meetings

ooserved, the districts had gone well beyond the letter of the law to

8)
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ent: *o involve parents in the variety of actions

o ncer-ng their children. Some caution in interpreting this high

r

at-endance rate must be exercised, however. The procedures to gain
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access to meetings which we followed included acquiring pareatal
permission. This was sometimes done just prior to the meeting, as soon
as the parent arrived. 1If no previous permission had been obtained ard
the parent was not present, then the meeting was not chserved. Thus, our
procedures for acquiring cases may have artificially inflated the parent
attendance rate. Neverthneless, parent attendance was clearly in evidence

and mt confined to IEP meetings.

Not surprisingly, more mothers than fathers attended meetings:
mothers were involved in more than half of the meetings observed (56%;
n=75), wnile fathers attended slightly less than one-fifth of the
meetings in the sample (19%; n=25). This trend undoubtedly reflects a

reater availability to attend meetings on the part of the mothers, many
of whom did mot work. Special arrangements to accommodate working
parents were observed, however, in a few cases. For example, in one
case, meetings were held after hours so the father could attend. In
another, the meeting was held in the father's place of employment

{amother school).

) Of all meeting participants, the child's mother was the second most
frequent attendee observed in our sample. The school psychologist was
most often present (92 out of 134 meetings); followed by the child's
mother (75 out of 134 meetings); and a2 self-contained special education
teacner (64 out of 134 meetings or 48%). Some degree of varliability in
attendees most often present was observed across sample sites. For
example, in one district neither the school psychologist nor the parents
attended a significant number of meetings. In amother district, however,
the school psychologist was nearly always in attendance and parents were
required to participate. If the parent did not show up, the meeting was
cancelled and rescheduled for another time.) Thus, composition of

meeting participants was idiosyneratic to some sites.

Studen: Attendance

Students rarely attended Shose meetings we cbserved. Only 19

1y
nestings out of 134 (14%) nad a student present, ard in only ten of those
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meetings did the student remain and participate in the meeting. In the
other nine instances either the student was present only for part of the
meeting or was too young or severely involved to be capable of active
participation. As would be expected, those cases in which the student
attended the meeting were generally ones in which the child was of Jjunior
nigh or high school age. The age range for students attending the entire
meeting was 10 to 20 years, with most falling in the 11=15 range. These
cases represented 2 variety of handicapping conditions including mental
retardation, specific learning disability, and serious emotional

disturbance.

t can be concluded that when parents did attend meetings, they
usually came by themselves and only infrequently had someone else with
them/substitute for them. However, this finding may be an artifact of
our case selection process in that pot.atially problematic cases could
nave been screened from our selection. Although students did not attend
a large number of the meetings we observed, their inclusion, when this
did occur, may indicate a trend in this direction. Student participation
w2s confined to & smattering of cases. For the most part, students were
more observers than participants; they spoke up at meetings only when
asked, and did mot tend to volunteer information. When students were
asked their feelings on the proposed placement, they generally tended to

indicate approval.

Information Sharing

Information of both 2 formal and an informal nature was often given
to parents by school personnel. In some instarces the type and range of
informat ion was extensive. In one case the social worker encouraged tne
parents of a 6-year-old severely emoticnally disturbed.child to talk
abou- their feelings and to call if they had any problems. The intended
program was thoroughly described and reading materials on parenting were
loaned by the social worker to the parents. Thus, in this case the
school personnel went beyond their responsibility not only to explain the
placement, but also attempted to help tiie parents, through the sharing of
information, in areas beyond the domain of educational prcgramming.
S:imilarly, the mother of an autistic child was told about a local parent

group and also about a national conference for parents of autistic
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Irn contrast, other cases clearly showed a general lack of information
sharing. A mother of an 8-year-old learning disabled child was quite
upset for some time because she had thought that her child's placement
was for educable mentally retarded students. Obviously, in this case the
nature of the program had mot been fully explained to the parent. In
another case, the parent of a 5-year-old child signed an IEP that did not
yet have a handicapping condition cn 1t. Latzr, the psychologist wrote
in "mildly retarded." The reasoning on the part of the psychologist was
that she did mot want to upset the parent. Both examples illustrate

«treme instances in which critical information - a child's handicapping
condition and the nature of a child's placement - was not shared with the
parent. In neither case did the observers feel there was any intention
to purposely deceive the parents, yet the absence of such basic
information sharing casts doubts upon the extent to which parent consent
is truly informed znd the feasibility of active parent participation in
decision-making when basic information about the child is not

communicated.

In 2 similar vein, more than half of the meetings which parents
attended did not include a discussion of available options (58% or 48 out
of 83 meetings). The general trend was for the discussion to cent=r on
the one recommended option, ther than to present a range of options to
snoose from. In those instances when more than one option was discussed,
“ne full continuum was presented in only one meeting; the remaining 34

meetings addressed some, but not all, options.

The principle of LRE involves the consideration (and availability of)
a full range of ~~tions. In actual practice, however, this does not
appear to happen .d there are several factors which appear to contribute
o this. The distriect may not nave z full continuum from which to choose
and, even if a range of options does exist, there may not be openings in
zne desired placement. Also, the school staff sometimes seemed to feel
cnat it was betier ot to present an array of options to the parent,
since many choices tended to confuse the parent. Most often, parents

sincersly did mot have su ficient information on various placements to

~1
a

Lo



enable them to make a decision. The elaborate presentation of an array
of many options may be alarming to the parent, especially if it includes
choices at the more restrictive end of a2 continuum. Firally, parents
seemed to have the general feeling that it was really the school's
decision to make anyway and that they were rot qualified to decide. All
of these factors, then, seemed to confribute to the general tendency of
ot presenting options or of discussing only a few placement

possibilities.

A greater degree of caution on the part of school personneil was
observed with regard to informing parents of their rights. For 2xample,
in one district, parent rights were routinely read aloud and interpreted

to parents before they signed a form indicating their full understanding.

when students were invalved in meetings, they were generzally treated
4ith the same courtesies as the parents. Although students did not
attend very many meetings, in half of the meetings which included a
student, he/she was informed of available options. As with the parents,
only some of the optiors (not all) were discussed. 1In the nine meetings
wnere students were asked to sign something, an explanation was always
given. In “wo of these cuzses, the students were of the age of majority
and signed consent f{or placement In the remaining meetings, the students
were sSimply signing acknowledgements of meeting attendance. On a couple-
of occasions, special efforts to inform and to help students understand
what was going on were observed. For example, a learning disabled
student in one junior nigh was delicately and sensitively told what the
test scores meant, what his condition was, and how it affected his school
work. The psychologist took great pains to help the child urderstand and
take responsibility for nis own actions. In another case, a 10-year-old
mentally retarded child was asked to summarize the meeting tc make sure

that she understood what had been discussed.

Although students were seldom included in meetings, there was some
evidence that special efforts to involve students could be made. Student
involvement of any kind was the exception, however. There was a general

seling on the part of the observers that although parents were made
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aware of their rights, they did not seem to fully comprenend them or
their implications. School personnel were, however, careful to explain
any forms the parents were to sign. Cf the 75vmeetings in which parents
were asked to sign something (placement form, meeting record, IEP, ete.),
a clear and concise explanation was provided in nearly every instance

(93%; n=70 meetings).

Criteria to Evaluate Options (Parent/Student Input)

Family preference was one of the more frequent considerations wnen
evaluating options. In more than half of the options considered for
possible placement, family preference was one of the criteria discussed.
During the placement process, then, i. is apparent that the family's
preferences (or at least perceived preferences) were taken into account.
Tor the 96 cases in our sample, 233 options and component parts of
opticns were examined. {If a placemen* had more than one part, €.8.,
regular class and resource room, the criteria discussed for each portion
of the option, as well as for the option as a whole, were recordad. In
the above example, there would be three options/component parts raised.)
Cut of 35 possible criteria which could be considered, family preference
ranked seventh in frequency. It was preceded only by: student’s
academic needs; test results; performance in present placement; stud>-t's
social/behavicral needs; school system preference; and handicapping

condition.

t is inceresting to note that school system preference was more
often considered in determining placement than family preferernce. In
nearly three-fourtins of the options considered, school system preference
was a factor (74%), as compared tc only nalf for family preferexe
(51%). Thnere may be several reasons for this. First, the lower

frequency of family preference may reflect the lower attendance rate ol

parents, although cases were observed when the parents were absent, 2%

-1

their preferences (or perceived preferences) were relayed by some scneal

staff members for them. Second, parents often indicated they had ro

~
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, thus leaving it wp to the school to decide. Finally, the

e |
(e V]

P
[N

o

O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



higher occurence of school system prefeience may reflect the school's
feeling that they are responsible for recommending placement and that, if

tarents do not object, this becomes the final decision.

Other criteria relating to the family were less often considered when
determining placement. Student preference, family/home conditions, and
the impact on the family were infrequently raised when evaluating
options. Given the relatively few occasions in which the various options
were discussed witn students and the young ages of the students in our
"sample, the infrequent occurrence of student preference is not
surprising. The impact of placement on the family was probably not often
a2 factor when evaluating options because most of the placements in our
sample cases were not radical changes. That is, we would expect impact
on family to be considered most cften when discussing institutionaliza-
tion or deinstitutionalizaticn. These types of placement, however, were

rarely observed during our data collection.

Although family/home condition was not usually considered as a2
eriterion by which to evaluate options, it was a freguent topic of
generzl discussion at the meetings observed. The discussions of family
history/conditions generally encor-assed areas such as the marital
nistory of parents and number and age of siblings. This area ranked
fifth of all content areas in frequency of discussion at meetings. In
wore than two-thirds of the meetings in our szmple, family history was a
topic of discussion and was preceded in frequency only by: child's
social behavior, general pregramming «cals/nseds, interpretation of test

resuits, and classrocm achievement.

Satisfaction with Decisions

In an overwhelming majority of cases, »arints LppeT=: satisfied with
cne decisions resulting froz z-e& meetings they atltendesl. Of the 83
meetings in which parents w2re involved, 92 parcent {7C 1eetings)
resulted in a decision which appear:d satvisfactor. L che parent. There
were only four meetings (and only three cases -- one case had two

meetings) in which parents were clearly dissatisfied with the placement
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decision. In three meetings in which parents were involved, no decision

was made 2t the meeting (e.g., the meeting was an intake staffing).

The three cases which did not culminate in satisfactory placement
decisions for the parent, did not show any clear commonalities.
Eligibility for services and availability of appropriate options appezred
to be factors in two of the cases. A more restrictive placement was
advocated by the parent, contrary to school staff recommendations, in one
case. In another, the mother opposed a more restrictive placement;
although restrictiveness per se was not articulated in this case, it
involved proximity and age appropriate interaction with non-handicapped
peers. The three cases in which parents were clearly dissatisfied with

the placement decision are summarized below:

e An 8-year-old orthopedically impaired/learning cisabled girl has
been enrolled in a self-contained class for physically and
otherwise health impaired - multi-handicapped students. She was
no longer eligible for this classification and was to be placed
in a self-contained class for learning disabled students. Her
home schocl offered only resource room services wnich were
agreed to be insufficient for the child's problem. The only
self-contained class irn the home district was housed in an
elementary school wn.cn Served only. sixth graders. Tne mother
objected to this placement because her daughter's interactions
with non-handicapped students would be limited to older, sixth
grade students. In addition, the school was a great distance
rom home and involved taking several school busses to get there.

o A 20 year old mentally retarded girl had been enrolled in a
self-contained educable mentally impaired class with
mainstreaming into some regular activities. The school staff
were recommending graduation and on-the-job training as the next
step for this girl. The aunt, an "unofficial™ guardian,
objected to graduation; she wanted her niece to stay in school
because she "didn't know enough vet"™ to graduate. The placement
tear members tried to explain to the aunt that the child had
done well in her classes and that there was little else the
school could do for her. The student had no clear preference
although she did indicate that she liked school. t tihe urging
of the team members, nowever, the student acquiesced to try the

R
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o A T-year-old severely speech impaired child presented xany
problems to the team members in determining placement. In the
state where this child resides, speech impairment is rnot funded
as part of special education; ualy speech services are provided
for children with this classification and there are no
accompanying special education services. The child was too
severely involved to benefit from only speech therapy without
the accompanying special educat.on support. A number of options
were discussed - including reclassification as learning disabled
or as mentzlly retarded - but none were satisfactory
alternatives. The psychologist refused to misclassify the
child, although that appeéred to be the only way to get special
education services for her. Both the parent and the team
members were dissatisfied that they were urable to Zet the child
appropriate services.

Although in these three cases the parents were clearly not satisfied
with the decision, there was no indication that the placement decisions

would be appealed.

There were few cases of parent dissatisfaction; in fact, parents were
of ten quite complimentary zdout schcol staff and programs. In cne such
case, the parents of a 9-year-old speech impaired/emotionally disturbed
caiid had been having problems because of the guilt and bitterness they
felt. Initially, they had been suspicious of the staff and the progranm
at the day school their child began attending. These problems have now
diminished as the parents have become more willing to share their
problems with the staff. The parents are now very happy with the child's
orogress and give full credit to the school for this change for the
netter. As this exazple illustrates, then, in man instances appropriate
special education placement not only benefits the student, but can 2180

nave beneficial effects upon the family and parent-school relationships.

On the whole, students also seemed to be generzlly satisfied with the
placement decision, although they were involved in meetings infrequently
and participated only minimally. In only one case (two meetings) did the
student appear dissatisfied; in nine other meetings the students seemed

t5 be satisfied with the placement decision.



‘Efforts to Encourage Participazion

Pernaps one of the most notable features of meetings at which parents
attended was the effor:t school staff madz to encourage parent
participation. Although parents did not always respond to attempts €o
promote their involvement, in nearly every meeting the school staff used
a variety of strategies to encourage parent participation. Cnly 2
meetings out of the 83 involving parents did mot include any efforts to
facilitate the parent's involvement. In contrast, 98 percent of the
meetings observed included attempts by school staff mezmbers to encourage
parent participation. Approximately two-thirds of these meetings used
strategies such as formal welcomes, introductions, requests for parent
information, positive reinforcement for parent contributions, and

solicitation of parent feelings concerning the proposed placement.

In spite of these efforts, nowever, the general consensus of the
interviewsrs was that parents were mot actively involved in
decision-making concerning their children. For the most part, the actual
placement of the child appeared to have been determined pricr to meeting
with the parents. The purpose of the meeting then became <O explain the
decision and to get parent approval. This approach appeared to be
satisfactory with thne parents who generally seemed to feel that the
school was in the best position to decide upon placement. Most school

staff also appeared comfortable with this role.

One factor which appears to perpetuate this situation seems to be a
lack of information on the part of the parents. Many of the parents in
our sample did mot appear to be aware of the placement options available
in their area nor of tiieir rights under P.L. 94-142. Without this basic

xnowledge foundation, then, full parent involvement may be problematic.

When parents did question the recommended placement, team members
most often accommodated the parent's desires. For example, in the one
case in our sample which included a parent advocate, the school staff
agreed to the advocate's request for a plzcement revie:, Although the

carent zdvocate wani~21 a more restrictive plzcement than the school
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recommended, the ~:am members conceded to the advocate's cheice of
placement. It was not necessarily the presence of the advocate which
prompted this tvpe of behavior. In other instances, team members were

often observed to accommodate a parent's preference.

Overall, study conclusions regarding parent inve..vement indicate that
not cnly were school staff conciliatory with regard to pleasing the
carents about placement, but also about holding meetings. For example,
in one case the mother showed up for a meeting orn the wrong day, dut the
school staff held *.e meeting anyway, knowing that transportation was

difficult for this parent who lived some distance away.

Similar eofforts to encourage student participstion were also observed
for the cases in our sample. For 12 out of the applicable 14 meetings
involving students (86%), student participation was actively encouraged.
This ‘2s most often accomplished through offering a formzl welcome,
soliciting student opinion concerning the proposed placement, and
providing an overview of the purpose of the meeting. To an even greater
degree than with parents, however, these attempts were only minimally
effective. Most students appeared to be somewnhat intimidated by the
group and uncomfortable being the center of discussion. Most of the
students attending the meetings said little if anything at all during the

course of the meeting.

Ancillary Activities

In 2ttempting to facilitate parent involvement, special efforts to
encourage participation were moted. These ancillary activities included
notices, phone calls, and visits as reminders of upcoming meetings.

Meetings were sometimes specially arranged at locations and at times

_convenient for the parents. Transportatior was sometimes provided.

Parent groups were organized by some schools to assist parents in working
witn their children, to encourage active involvement in the schocl and

‘neir children's education, and to provide a support group ard forum for
discussing problems. One district also provided training for parents in

tne implications of P.L. G4-142 for the education of their children.
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Constraints

In spite of these efforts, constraints to p._rent imvolvement were
als roted. Some parents did not appear to have the interest, time, or,
perhaps, self-confidence to become actively invclved in decision-making.
In‘ormaticn concerrning placement coptions was often lacking so that the
parents did not have sufficient information to participate. (Indeed, =2t
times the school staff did mot alweys appear o know the specifics
concerning some of the options such as services provided, availability,
transportation, etec.) In addition, there appeared to be a general
attitude that placement was the school's responsibility and that the

schools were best equipped to make the placement decision.
Summary

In brief, the follcwing findings with regard to parent and student

involvement were observed for our case study sample:

o Parents often attended meetings concerning their children; this
involvement was nct restricted to IEP meetings, but also
enccmpassed other types of meetings (e.g., referral, placement,
review, reevaluation).

o] Family preference was frequently considered with respect O
placement, and family history and conditions were frequent
topics of general discussion at the meetings observed.

9 Parents appeared to be satisfied with the placement decision in
an overwhelming majority of cases.

© School staff made great efforts to encourage parent involvement
and to accommodate parents.

o) In spite of high parent attendance ard efforts to enccurage
participation, parents did not seem to be actively in. .ived in
actual decision-making. Placement decisions tended tc be made
by the schocl staff and then presented to parents for approval.
This arrengement appears to be satisfactory to both the school
and the parent.

o tudents were razrely involved in meetings; when they were,
similar courtesies extended to their parents were also extended
£0 thea.
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CONTEXTUAL FACTORS AND CONSTRAINTS

There are 2 number of “2ctors which were seen as affecting the
clacement of handicaprad children in the appropriate LRE. In generzl,
these factors have been described as contextual factors since they
primarily relate to the local district environment within wnich placement
procedures are implemented. The local environmen® can be defined by
state and local reimbursement policies, as well as by the existing
siministrat.ve structures. Through a description of contextual factors
operating within a district, sometimes one can understand the "how" and
"why" of procedures which are being implemented. This chapter provides a
description of contextual factors which have been identified as operating
soross local districts within our sample. It has been determined that
some contextual factors can be identified as having a negative or an
unfacilitating influence on the operationalization of the LRE principle.

These we have labeled constraints.

In the first part of this chapter there is a discussion of facters
which influence district procedure; however, these factors have mot been
determined 4c negatively affect the placement of handicapped children in
the aporopriate LRE. They are simply factors wnich exist within
digtriets. 1In the second part of this chapter the contextual factors
which actually inhibit the effective Implementation of least restrictive
placements have been described. Theses factors are also considered
contextual factors. but they have been labeled constraints for the

purpcse of illustrating their negative influence.
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Contextual Factors

Various sources of information within the LEAs were used to leam
about the contextual factors. Observers reqdested ccpies of all
pertinent documents ~elated to policies and procedures on placenent.

They also talked informally to team members and special edwation
supervisors about procedural information, and further noted the presence
or absence of formal or informal guidelines through their participation
in PT meetings within each LEA. To record this information the observers
completed sections of the LEA Data Form specifically related to placement
procedures and policies. The result was a synthesis of the available
material and impressions that characterized the formal and informal
components of the placement process and related 7ssues within each LEA.
These results were categorized according to the serara‘e components

involved.

Wricten Placement Procedures and Policies

A vapiety of written documents relati~= ©0 placement nd LRE w&re

resent within the LEAs. Some of these “:re common to all or alnost all

kol

LEAs, others were less freguent, and some were rarely in evidence.-

Common to all or almost all LEAs wer..

o Placement {orms
8 LEA progran plans {usually ir state applications)
o SEA Placement Guidelines

requently present were:
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- on LRE
. on parent participation
- cn student participation

.. on due process and abpeals

0 List of placement options

o Placement procsdure manuals
Rarely svident were:

) LIA-written criteria for LRE



o hligcies on out-of-district or p.roivete plagcenart
< Criteria for prcvidiig opportunities with the ncn-handicappec
o Triteria for oeval ]

s LEZ Llzcemsnt options correspording %o the contlauum of
{LZZ) mcdes

I- 2¢dition to attempting to measur: the existemce of thers itezs,
ssgzsvers 2150 -cecorded theilr dissemination.
~oscial indisator of the real availability and izportance of formal
slzcement srocedures. Jimply Leczuce writ.ewn polic.es and piocedures
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na cemer.{ tea.s memders warc aware

t of this ivestigacion was discouraging, at least insofar
2 % rela4ed :o the presence of written, formal procedures and

ne forms listed above under the heading "Common to A1l LzAsgH
v brcad stztements by the SEAs and LEAs which provided generzl
or the devlopment of placement procedures :» stipulated
solizies that conformed to state or federal law. The more specific and
fatailed materials were those listed under the categories of "frequently
oresent" o~ "rarely evident." Furthermore the dissemination of all of
chese materials was quite minimal, usually to a few perscns in
supervisory or in coordinating positicns wno had the regsponsibility of
communicating this information to the other team members.

Cn tne other hand, the outcce of these informal communcations was

surprisingly effective and, at lsast on general points, placement tear

emonstrated an understanding of usual placement p.ocedures and

O
(U]
ry
0
[e]

yiigies. This was particularly true in cases of standing placement

cezrs where individuzl partizipants had had extended experience with the

Unfortunately, there were some areas of policy and procxdure that

8]
o

largely unk:own or misunderstood, and “hese were quite often th
somponents most related to LRE. The general lack of detailed arnc
sxs.icit written information in this area was reflected in the similar
T2k - awareness or understanding by tean members Of many of the

szzential faztures of LRE. Paramcunt among these were 2 failure to

8.3
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distinguisnh LRI and "mainstreazming,” ard insufficient knowledge cf

or evaluating options in regard U0

gation and Monitoring

Procedures for evaluating or monitoring the placement after it

-

occurred differed widely between LEAs but nad the following featurss in
o i)

ery rarely was tnere a good procedure for early or periodic

{less than one year) evalution of individual placements.

LE ied heavily upon annual reviews (in conjunction

TEP development) to post hoc determine the suitability of
s

o} Most districts designated a2 person (usually a psychologist or
special education coordinator/supervisor) to "spot check" the
pertormance and classroom integration of handicapped students.
Tn a few instances this was done by in-depth review of a few
selected cases, but in most LEAs this amounted to informal
surveys of the general effectiveness of programs and classes.

o Most districts encouraged individual PT members, wno were
responsible for program implementaticn, to refer cases in which
placement was not working to the “enefif of the student.

The last feature listed was the most common source of indications that
Dlzcements were unsuccessful. Usually a classroom teacher (or in some
cases the parent) would complain that the placement was not successful,
ard a specizal reevaluation {for change of placement) would be corvened.
4 weakness of this approach was that it relied heavily upon individual
service providers to raise the issue of inappropriate placement. This

implies that the decision would be highly idiosyncratic and contin

om
3
ct

upon the perscnal biases and perspectives of that staff{ mexber.

“n accordance with P.L. §4-142 guidelines, 21l digtricts indicted
cma~ slacements were reviewed pro forma every year {the three LEAs in one
state stipulated (-month reviews) and reevaluated every three years.
ess, all districts indicated that many placements nad been
modified prior to sch:duled reviews and/or reevaluation. What this
suggests is that, for thae most part, the .ack of formal, immediate

Jollow-ups on placement was, tCc scme degree, made unnecessary D5y th

(]

-3
D

Timitad success of the zbove described, less Cormal procedures. n
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rnformal approach to monitoring was, of course, 1its
minimal expense in time and energy. Many LEAs were already taxing

persomnel resources to their limit in order to conduct the scheduled

short-term follow-ups znd forn

.
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O
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ct
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would have required nore tiz2
and staff members than were zvzilable. On the other hand, it is probably

o

axiomatic that more formalized procecures would result in more effective
LRE placements than were currently obizained.

Traininz and Technical Assistance

Within the sampled LEAs, the observers searched available documents
ard interviewed special education supervisors concerning the extent of
trairing and technical assistance regarding placement and LRE. The
general rasult of this investigation was the finding that very few LEAs
nad extensive or regular in-service training for all PT mexzbers in these
arecas. About nalf of the LEAs had dealt in a2 limited fashion with the
issue as part of in-service training on overall ramifications of P.L.

g4-142, but this instruction was minimal in nzture.

However, all 3Eis and most LEAs had provided fairly extensive
training and technical assistance on these issues to program
supervisors/coordinators and to special education puilding principals.
These individuals were generally well trained in the major provision of
due process, parents' rights, procedures and scheduling and, to a
somewhat lesser extent, LRE. The assumption was that tney would
disseminate this information to their staff members. In practice, this
detailed information was usuzlly learned by PT members through practice.
The supervisory personnel would clarify particular procedural and policy
questions as adjuncts of specific cases as they arose. Most LEAs did
nave some in-service training instruction, usually led by the supervisory
cersonnel. The content of those sessions, however, was more general, and
ific details were usually clarified as part of initial meetings in

i
ne district or through informal commnciations to individual mempers.

When team members were questioned on the need for more in-service
“raining, many indicated that additional training could be helpful.

However, they usually stated that 1t was Iapor:ant for other staff,

P

8.5
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particularly regular edrcation teachers, and that they themselves were
slready knowledgable on all the important issues and procedures. Some

also indicated the nead for trazining for narents or, at the least, some

“raining programs and they felt thatl these had been gquite nhelpful.

Lecal Activity in the LEAs

Of the 15 LEAs in the sample, % had had experisnce wWith suits or the
tnreats of suits related to placements. Two of these districts were
urban and two were suburban. The fact that none of these contested
ac-ions occurred in rurzl districts (wnich made up over half of the

sample) may have been related O geo-social differences between urbanized
ave been simply a function of the higher

and rural settings or may 7

population of students in the urban and suburban LEAs.

One of the LEAs was a relative thot-ped” of legal activity: =nine

oF
[

arings, four zappeals, and one actual suit had occurred there. In the
other three LEAs, one had had an appeal that resulted in & civil action
and the other two had been threatened with action but, through their own

orocedures, nad avoided litigation.

Advocacv Activities

There was very 1ittle evidence of organized parent, professional, or
advocacy zroup activity in most of the sampled LEAs. Where it did occur,
i+ usually amounted to a minimal provision of technical assistance or
support Srom state chapters of national associztions for handicapped

T A

persons. Some LEAs did nave parent groups acting in an advisory capacity

+ the state 1ccal and level. Also, there was some direct participation

v

Q
Y

advocacy groups in the cases of threatened or actual legal activities

-

~ougnt against LEA placements. Here, the outside grou~s had been very

o

affective in organizing the legal activities and conduc g the ongoin

sursuit of <Zue process rights in the cases.

Tmpac:. of Contextual Factors on Placement

The LZAs in the study zaave been classified along many different

wo characteristics noted by the obscrvers 2s naving a
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sudbstantial imraet on the overall placement process were the size of ths

district and =he extent of centralization/decentralization of the

the larger LEAs gener:zlly had =z broader spectirum of services
h

ard placement options at their disposal, they also paid a price in terms

[&

of administrative recuirements. Specifically, it was more difficult to
communicate policies and more difficult to monitor implementation. In
“he smaller districts, only a small number of children were handicapped.
There were z2lso only a few professionals, so nearly everyone was
nersonally familiar with every child's case. 24dded to this was the

nature of a small town; i.e, the placement team members personally kKnew

the family or someone associated with the family in some way.

This xind of situation naturally resulted in a very different kind of
decision-making;: the decision-making was personal as well as
professional. The team's knowledge of any I -dividual child wes generally
more complete than in the large districts where a child was a name on a
meeting agenda, a teacher complaint, a case history, and some test

scores. The placement decision itself might not have changed much as a

cunction of the size of the distriect but the context in which their.

).

lecision was made and carried out were clearly related to the number of

[e]

nildren involved in the system.

inother contextual factor that left ‘ts mark on the placement process
was the extent of centralization or decentralization in the district. 1In
centralized districts, key decisions about policies and procedures were
zade by a single administretor or a grow of administrators and
disseminated through the management nhierarchy. In decentralized
districts, the power Eésted to a large degree with the building principal
or a regional staff. Interestingly enough, one technique which seemed ©o

o

lsad people in a large district to function like people in a smaller
district was decentralization. Each unii seemed to see itself as
responsibe for its procedures and decisions.

~

The authority of the building principal and %he autonomy of the
individual school were critical features in decentralized districts. One

5€ tne positive benefits of this kind of arrangement was that it appeared

8.7
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t5 contribute tu an attitude of "our school" and "we take care of our
cwm." As in otner situations, autonomy-providing baseline outconmes
depended to a large degree on the "good will" of ths persons granted the
rosponsibility. In some ol our LEAs, the "good will"™ was evident ard LRE
senefitted because part of "taking care of one's own” means taking action
to xeep the student in his or her own school. In others, decentraliza-

cicn was svnonymous with a lack of management. This resulted in many

7zriations in placement procedures, and in the degree of implementation
of LRE.

The extent of decentralization was also somewnhat related to the
at-itude of LEA staff to the bureauracy associated with educatl
nandicapped children; and the level of bureauracy was lessened as
persons making placement decisions elected their own wey of doing
things. If it did not meet their needs, they simply changed their
procedures. Having this kind of power rest with the persons who actually
dscided placements seemed to induce the "we-they™ distincticn and
resentment that many LEA staff seemed to feel. The amorphous, ounipotent
"they" as demonstrated in statements such as "why are 'they' making us dc
tnis" was 2 less powerful force where LEA operations were decentralized.

There is an innerent danger of oversimplication in discussing LEA
contextual factors. As a final mote, it should be pointed cut that there

:s no direct relationship between any cne factor and effective placenrent

"

rocedures; good procedures were seen in small and large, centpralized and
decentralized distriéts. While these variables definitely contributed to
tne general ambience of placement decision-making, cther variables
antered in to modify or change their effect. For example, one distict
was nigaly centralized ard yet had incorporated a number of mechanisms
wneraby team members nad input into estzblishing distriet policy- T
nad the positive effect of providing good proceddres acroess all tae
schools and breaking down the "we-they" resentment. This distriet had
-~e ampience of a decentralized district even though tais wes rotv the
‘milarly, the offect of size was often mitigated by other factors

S
in tna district. 3Because there are many suen facters and because they

3.8
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~ in complex ways, the study was not able to

raw one

[&

all-encompassing conclusion about the erect of context on placement

decision-making. There were striking qualitative differences in the ways
in which the LEAs operated, a2nd the differences could 2e seen in the

process. The safest conclusion is that the factors responsible

D
for these differences are zany and thev would require a study addressed
a

Constraints is the general category label used to describe those
factors which prevent or inhibit local school districts from achieving
full implementation of the provision of least restrictive environment
placement for the handicapped children. Constraints relating to specific
issues have been discussed in the section dealing with that issue. Some
constraints, however, could rot be tied tc any particular issues; those
remaining constraints are discussed in this chapter. As with the other
study data, no claim czn be made as to the representativeness of the
- -oblems discussed. They are simply some of the difficulties faced by

b}

tne LEZAs in the study.

This section does nct follow the general format used with the other

igssuzs hecause of tha nature of the content. Thare are no regulations or

9]
Ct
)]
13
(31
M
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perating procedures for constraints. There were not even items
=z chservation instrument which relate to most of the constraints.

he information to be presented nere was gathered through informal
dizeussions witn district staff and through the insightful observation of

mznv different meetings. It was communicatad through the logs and the

lepriefings 2z well as ongeing discussions among the project staff.
Insui®icient Placament znd Evaluation Personnel

Scme of the LEAs ztodiec atpeared to be operating comfortably within
the requirepents »f the law; =% 1e seemed to be barely one step anead of
what rneeded :o be done. Othazrs were lagging so far behind it was

481 ouln Se imaginz they wwuld ever catch up. All in all, M"overworked"

-1

as cne 58 the most Srejuent desceristors of LEA personnel {rom these

PN
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While the willingness of staff members €0 plug away day aftsr dav,
sristration after frustration, was admirable, it is highly doubtful
al franticness contributed to the appropriate
slacement and thoughtiul planning of handicapped students' education.
Furtaermore, as several L=ZA perszonnel pointed out. the constznt pressure
witn no end in sight resulted in high turnover rates among the staif.

Sisyphus can only push the rock D the hill for so long.

Thwe districts nad adopted a number of different coping strategies .or
dealing with a worklcad which surpassed staff capscity. One simple
procedure wag tO impose a time limit on the meeting. 3By scneduling 4
wnole series of meetings back to back, any individual case was prevented
“~om taking up too much time. Distriects alsc coped with the workload by
maxing little or no attempt €O meet the reguired timelines or by letting
three-year reevaluations slide. Wnile these practices were not

officially condoned, they were not condemned either.

One of the more unforturate coping strategies was handling some cases
in a highly routinized manner, i.e., a tvpical LD, a typical MR, with
typical needs, typical test scores. Other cases, particularly those with
unusual twists, would get more in-deptn attention and de treated on a
truly individual basis. In this way, staff could be actively involved in

pax.ng sSome cecisions and push the maximum amount of paper at the sanme

One serious negative impect of insufficient staff time was that

shildren sometimes fell threugh the cracks. This wasn't seen often but

+ was seen. Follow-up information was not collected or recommanded

)

zvaluations were rnot done. A student was actually at home for weeks
witnout services because everyone involved thought someone else wWas
-aking care of the case. Arother student had been completely
aainstreamed and left withoit services for two years in what turmed out
¢o be 2 disastrously inapprrpriate placement. No one was available,

nowever, tc monitor this child's progress.
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laval wnich must be met for a child to be classified in a particular
nandicap categery. Such criteria for special education services varied
considerably across the five states in the study, particularly for the
more ambiguous handicappins conditions such as seriously emotionally
¢<sturoed and specific learning disahility. Contrast, for exzzple, Ihe
aritaria for classifying children as learmming disabled in Exhibit 8.1

versus those criteria in Exhidit 8.2.

The second state's criteria are considerzbly more liberal than the
first whien would result in a higher number of children labeled as SLD.
{In State 1, students made up & zercent of the handicapped Getween 6 and
18; in State 2, they made up 9 percent). Hcwever, State 2 had adopted a
on the percentage of chilidren that a district cou.d declare as

SLD. The ¢

[L]

iling prevented the more liberal eligibility criteria from
naving its full impact. Obviously, this prasented zll sorts of problems
al leval wnen students who met the eligibilivy criteria were

oc
identified after the guota had been reached

wnile the fede-al rsgulations supply definitions of the recognized
~nandicapping conditions, the detailed specification of the criteria for
alassification has been left w to the states. Orne of the consequences
ne resultant variety is that children who are handicapped in one
state are not eligible for services in another. This problem is likely
Lo receive more attention possibly in the form of litigation as parents
of mildly handicapped children move from one state to amother zand learn

their children can nc longer be provided with services.

Cne of the most striking illustrations of the problems involved in
the eligibility decision was the case of a six-year-old child with severse
ilanguage problems. 1/ The primary issue of discussion at the meeting

was the search for 2 category under which the district coulid serve her.

1/Tais nase was also discussed under the issue of "Categorical
Decisions” in Chapter 4.

(@)

.
—3
—



O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

SYHIZIT 8.1: STATE 1: LEARNING DISABLED, DEFINED

"Learning Diszbled" means a person identified by an educaicnzl

Q
)__.
fu

3
5
o

3
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acement committee. based upon 2 comprehensive evaluation

~ . ~
!

hy a szhool psychologist or certified psvernclogist or certilied
consulting psychologist or an evaluation by a neurologist, or equivalent
nedical examiner, qualified to evaluate neurological dysfunction, and

other pertinent information, as having all the following characteristics:
(4) Disorder in one or more of the basic psychological processes
’ invoived in understanding or in using spoken or written
language, which disorder may manifest itself in iwmperfect
ability to listen, think, speak, read, write, spell or do
mathematical calculation.

&

y Manifestation of symptoms characterized by diagnostic labels
such as perceptual handicap,; brain injury, minimal brain
dysfunction, dyslexia or aphasia.

(C} Development at iess than the expected rate of age group 1in the
cognitive, affective or psychomotor domains.

(D) Inability to functicn in regular education without supportive
special education s=rvices.

%) Unsatisfactory perfcrmance not found to be based on social,
econonic or cultural backgrourd.

—~

Tvaluation

The determiretiocn of a handicap in the learning area must be based on
2 comprenensive evaluation and other pertinent information which must

include:

a. Observation cata;

b. Psychological data, especially intellectual ability and
emotional adjustment;

c. icademic evaluation or pre-academic/developmental evaluation;

d. Description of previously attempted intervention strategies arnd

cneir effectiveness;
- vMedical data, if necessary to verify the following:

) Central nervous system dysfunction,

(8 9]

™
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: {Continued)

2) Sensory acuity prebiams, and

3) Pnysical disabilicies and/or nealih problems;

z Speech and language svaluation, if a communicztion deficit is
indlicated; and

2 ra¢lal history, if necessary to determine social, cultural or
sconozic factors wnlch may nave influenced learning abdilities

Cheairing a comprehensive evaluztion wl.l require the assistance of

several svecial and general educzticn personr2l and cthe parents working
as a tean to produce the needed information. The psychologiss, L.D.
consultant, medical or other ¢ iucational specialist and/or the evaluation
tean as 2 whole gust not "certify™ a student as learming disabled.

Rather the evaluztion team provides sufficient information to the
Dlacement committee for its determiration as to the existence of a

nandicapping condition.

Tests and other evaluation materials and procedures used in the
detzrmination of a handicapping condition must include these tailored to
assess specific areas of educational need, not merely thnose which are
designed to provide a single general intelligence quotient, and must be
selzacted and administered so as not to be racially or culturally
discriminatory. If non-standardized evaluation techniques or other
specific techniques are utilized as a part of the evaluation, the

o

professional person utiliizing such techniques should state in writing:
T How these techniques are appropriate for use with the person
being evaluated; and

2. How the results of application of these techniques may be used
in determining whether the person has 2 learning impairment.
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dizability, including, where approprizte,
and emotional status, and motor abilities.
important for students csuspected of teing learning disabled in crder to
determine that the learning impairment is ot primarily the result of a2
mental, =motional, hearing, visuzal. chysical or other health impairment
as delined in the State Specizl Tducation Code. Assesszment 12 th

noted above may also result in the identification of a mild to moderate
problem in one of these areas, such as vision or hearing, that with
correction may result in an zlieviation of the lez

the person has been experiencing.

Lt least one member of the evaluation tsam, other than the regular

education teacher, must observe the person's acadenic performance in the

b

sgular classroc: setiing. Tn “he case of z child of less than school

age or a person not currently enrolled in schocl, who nlas not received a

nigh school dipleoma (16-25}, a member of the evaluaticrn: team must observe

the person in an anvironment appropriate for 2 person cf that age. The

1M

“eam member who carries out the observaticn must report, in writing to
the placement committee, the relevant benravicr noted during the
observation and th elationship of that behavior tc the perscn’'s
scademic functioning. In the case of 2 child whc is to be enroiled in
school for the first time, tne observation may be Dade in a pre-school
aducational setting, such as Headstart or Title I, or may be mzde in the
onild's home setting. In the case of a person who has legally dropped
out of school, the person may be observed in the mosi appropriate
educational setting in which that person is currently involved, such as
=2dult basic education or trade school; or the person may be observed

«hile dealing with basic, independent living skills, such as nis/her

“unetioning in a work situation, locating and applying for work,
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RTPORT ADDENDUM FCR A PERSCN DETERMINSD 3Y THE PLACZMENT
“”&55-&:; TO BE LEARNING DISABLIE
- QT -~ -
NAME SCHCOL ZATE
- = P - i A < - T an 3
1. Does the oerson meet the eligibility reguirements 2s 182rming
P . F o ) - 4 =i}
disab_2d? (R 3%0.1713 and 12%12.5%1)

N

3. What was the relevant behavior notec during the obsarvation?

4 what is tne ralationship of thaif benavior to the person’s academic
functioning?

. ‘What are the educationally relevant medical findings, i any?

W

5. In which arca{s) does a2 severe discrepancy exist between achievement
and intellectual ability which iz not correctabla without special
education and related services?

7. wnat are the findings of thz Placement Commi“tee regarding the
affonts of environmentzl, zcultural, cr econozic disadvantage?

Zzch of the undersigned members certifies that tnis report reflects
hnis/ner conclusions regarding this psrson. Any zmember who dis e
wi<n the above findings shall attach a separate statement presenting
nig/ner conclusions.

NOTIZ: This regort is atzached to the Comrittee report in corder to meet
the reguiremerts of tne lear~ing Aisaptility regulations related
=o Public Law 34-142
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Leaming/language disability is 2 disorder in one G¢r more of the

Sz2s_c osvcnological processes 1volved in understanding or usirg spoken
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with meaning., spell 2 atelv, zndé perform mathema
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fneiuding those iavolving reading. Tue presence of 2 le
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aisability is indicated Uy near average, average, oOr ebove average
intallectuzl 2hili<v, but nonetheless the student demcnstrates

significant performance deficits in cne or more ol the following:
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3asic reading sxills;
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= 3ing comprenensiun;
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nematices calculations; and
‘7, Mazthematlcs reasoning:

SR0VIDED: Tratbt such z perfcrmance ueficit caanot be explained by

visual or nhearing problems, motor handicaps, mental retardatlon. &

U
(D
v

vioral disability, or an environmentel, cultural, or economic

A learnirz/language disebility innludes conditi

ol
serceptual handicz2p, minima: brain dysfunction, dyslexia, and

developmental aphesia provided the student mests the eligibility criteria

LIARNING/LANGUAGE DISABILITY -- ESLIGIBILITY CRITERIA

Tach nf “he three conditions that follows must de met in order for =z
o he 2ligible for inclusion in learming languagse cisabilicy

—~ N Fad e o - [ Pt ~
crngraas pzid for DY stazte or faderal 2XC223sS COST [unds.
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I¥HISIT 3.2: {Continued)

Y The studen: shall have significant deficits in visual .nd/c~

4

audizory functioning (inclu..ng discrimi:ation, memory, and .ategre+ions

2

in visual-auditcry and/or motor functi-ning): PPOVIDED: That neither
-ne visual nor the a.ditory deficit is rthired as 2 condition to :he
5i1lity of secondary students. These perceptuzl/cognitive cefects
snhall »e verified by an assessment which shows & delay of one year or
mere 25 or helow the first aad secona grade levels, a2 two-ysar or more
dielay at the third- and fourth-grade levels, and a three-year or more
dalay at tne fifth-grade level and beyond, and/or @ score of Xz standard
Za%ians below the mean in one or more of the following a.sas:

‘ay Visual proc=ssing;

5

Perception (discrimination and closure):
Memory

)
©) Assoc.ation; and
»v, Integration;
‘) Juditory processing;
(i) “Zarception (discrimination :nd closure);
rii)  renmory;
{iii, Association; and
fiv) Integration;
‘e) Haptic processing:
"i) Kinesthetic; and
(ii) ctile
[4) Language:
(i) Reception; and
)

I8

Expression;

!=; Sensory lntegration/association:
")y Visual-motor;

Visual-zuditory (vececal);
Auditory-motor; and
juditorv-vocal.

/
~p

S e oS

’2)  The student shall have significant deficits in one or more of
°~llowing areas as verified by 2dministaring cne or more tests

“zzizned to0 measure such skills

Y

S

“a)} Cral expression;

5, Listening comprenension;

"a) Written expreassion;

) 3Basic reading skill;

~2h Leadin g ombrehens’on;

& Mathematizs calculations; znd

"z, Mathematics reasoning. EN
8.17
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SYHIRIT 8.2: (Continued)

A significant d=ficit is indicated by test scores showing that
cne student is one year or more below nls or ner potentizl at or below
the first and second grade levels, two years or mcre below at the third-
and fourth-grade levels, and three years or more below at or beyond the
fifth-grade level: PROVIDED: That 2 student shall be eligible for
specirl educatlon and related services only with respect to the area or

areas in wn.ch the student functions below grade level.

(3) The student does not quelify for placement in any other

disability category set forth in this chapter.

She was clearly speech impaired and was already receiving speech

therapy. -nere Were strong feelings that she needed a self-contained
language-intensive placement. However, she could not be placed in one
under an SI classification because the state did not fund self-contained
placements for speech impaired children. To gat 2 self-zontained
placement [ .r even a resource room) she would nave needed ancther label.
She was close to the LD criteria but didn't quite make it; while MR
placement was out of the question. The chairperson's conclusion was that

tne girl wasa't handicapped znd she was returned to ner regular classroom.

Coordimation of Federal Monies from Various Programs

An issue which appeared to be unresolved in several LEAs was the
provlem of serving 2 child through several darferent fundi-~g scurces.
Title T funds (and regulations) were most often involved in the
~oatroversy. I1r general, LEAs were unsure as to just whac constitutes a
oroper di.. ibution when a child is eligible for several programs.
Tarious solutions had been reacned. There Was some fecling that it was
anfair o use Title I ft s to serve =2 nandicapped child who qualifies

fap otner monizs. Given a limited amount of resources, the fairest

all~nation wes seen 28 thet wnich gave everyone a small piece of 2t least
Ane Dia. The problem with this reasoning is, 2s one LEA special
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education director pointed out, that it is against the law to deny access
s bl
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am because an individual is hardicapped.

e LEAs appear tc have worked out internal arrangements for nandling
tnis situation; the strongest effect of this constraint appeared to
operate on a non-obvious level during the pla~ement decision-making. The
team members restricted themselves to the "handi-apped programs" in
selecting a placement for a child. For the mildly nandicapped in
particular, a less restrictive and yet still appropriate placement might
nave been found by exploring other supplemental options. It is
impossible to say whether LEAs' consistent failure to even explore the
altermatives was because a combined program of services was never

ate for Sne child or because it was not consistent with informsl

v
6]
e
"3
O
‘g
'3
o

district policy to explore such a2 program. In any event, uncertainty
axists as to precisely if and how various federal programs are to be used
to support each other, and the potential they represent for less

restrictive placements is not presently deing explored by those making

placement decisions.

Transporting n_.-dicapped children to their buildings presented
several kinds of problems to the LEAs. The administrative effort
requirsad -0 move 2 sizable number of cnildren dally to and from locations

spread all over town is a mam.oth task. Some LEAs even seemed to select

appropriate but more distant placement. This is an interesting example
of now some placement decisions may superficiaily appear to be made in
asccordance with the principle of least restrictiveness (i.e, placement
~losest to nome), while other fiscal or administrative considerations are
the actual deciding factors.

oroblam associated witl. transportation was the delay

D
sceurring before the child could actually begin. Tais was amwther
o)

© an issue where. for some LEAs, it was a routine matier and for

,J,: o

or source of difficulty.
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Transportation is closely linked to the availability of resources.
To the extent that the district has a large number of options, chiliren

need mot go very far from their homes. If the district has few or even

3

0 suitable options, handicapped children may need to spend an inordinate

l\)

mou..T of time being bussed to and from an appropriate class (in scme
cases over an hour). These hours multipled over weeks and years
represent a substantial loss of time which these children could sperd in
zmore procductive ways. The lost time factor alone may become a strong

incentive for making special efforts to place children near their homes.

Lack of Interagency Coordimation

The problems of a child (or family) being served by several public
agencies are well xnown. The same issues appeared witn handicapped

chaildren. Other agencies involved with a child might include the health

Communication between the agen&y and the school system ranged from
sxcellent o nonexiztent. When communication was poor, the same
information was collected again and again oan a chiid. Tne family was
shuttled from one case worker to another. One of the most serious
sroblems arises when 2 number of agencies are involved and there is
general abdication of responsibility. This is particularly tru~ when the
e}

nild's probler: are not basiczlly educational in nature (e.g., family

.D
3
o
O
}_l
o
i3
0
(o)
3

rug related). The involvement of so many agencies can give
rise to the "it is not my problem" syndrome--particularly, when special
sducatior staff are already overworked as described above.

Detailed organizational arrangements need to be established to insure
cne provision of a total program of services appropriate for the child
ard, in many cases, the family. At the present time, scme LEAs have not
y2* =stah’ished such arrangements. Moving the child into a progressively
-ass restrictive environment is not likely to be a possipility unless all

agercies involved are working cooperatively toward the same goal.

M:igsing Pieces on the Continuum

iots are required by law to have the continuuw of services

I e~ LR R e Lo - L 5 SR e
“3 own district cr through neighboring ALsirlicis.

3
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However, districts that place children in categorical programs actually
nsad 2 number of continuums; they need one for each category of
nandicapping conditions. To the extent that certain options are not
availanla for some handicaps (=2.g., no MR resource room, no
self-contained LD classes), the placement decision-making process is
severely constrained. From the team's perspective a choice must be made
netween the proper place on the continuum or the proper set of
~lassmates. Z=ven if the placement does exist somewhere in the district,

T ma

o]

[N

not exist in the neighborhood school or a school nearby, in which

(@]

ase another choice must be made.

This constraint can be viewed from two perspectives. On one hand, it
is caused by not enough resources to generate the continuum several times
over. On the other hand, it is caused by a distraict policy which

a priori categorizes classrooms in such a way that certain types of

children cannot be admitted. By their very nature, these classifications
can prevent individually determined placements and thus go agzinst the

principle of least restrictive environment.

Fiscal Determinents of Least Restrictive Environment

Closely related to the existence within local districts of continuums
of alternative placements is the special education reimbursement policy
tne state. Varicus funding formulas can be interpreted as providing
incentives and disincentives for different types cf placements. In
naking a placement decision, the decision maker usually has at least two

Taior alternative types of educational settings to consider:

(1) Self-contained Classrooms - a Classrcom or other space
maintained by a school district to provide specialized instruction
exclusively to nandicapped pupils who spend from three hours or more rLer

dzv in that classroom.

’2) Resource Rooms - a classroom or other space mal ~.ined by a
schonl district to provide specialized instruction exclusivaly te
nand icasped pupils, no cne of which spends more than twn hours per day .n
“na resource room, and all of whom are enrolled in the .egilzr schoct

.. e . . . i A
At purrisulum and receive asiilar instruction primari.y froon
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In Xeeping wWithin the guidelines sestablished under Public Law S4-142,

<ne decision maker is required to place the evaluated child in the least

@

0

~estrictive setting. However, the details of acw dollars are reimbursed
~om ths state to the locality tend to set up indirect but rather
sowerful incentives that work against the primary intent of P.L. 94-142.
While thesze fisczl incentives may not be directly observable in the
piacement of handicapped children, it is our contention that such
placements can be better urderstocd in terms of how the state chooses to
reinburse Loccalities for their efforts. In shors, least resirictive

snvironment is influenced by reimbursable dollars.

ot

Tn order to determine the impact which reimbursable dollars have on

1sast pestrictive environment, we need to examine In deta:l tnree
orototyoical state aid “ormulas:  excess cost aid znd teacher salary aid
apLliad to 2 hypothetical LEA situation. Given the relative lack of
2courate cost and pupil data, = 3et of indicators was developed based on
discussions with State education department staff. These hypothetical

servi~. characteristics are as follows:
b, Totzal student enrcllment is 2,500 students
P nils served in self-cor ained classes 1is 100

3. Pupils serve¢ in resour & rooos is 1090

4. Pupils served in inte,rared progrars s 100
5. Pupil/teacher regul.. elerantery ratic 1S 25:1
3. Pupil/teacher reg lar secc. .ary rativ s 23511

a
3. Tringe benefiv~ is $75L or 5 percent of salary, wnichever is less

Thege cnaracteric. ... 25 well as the following examples, should be
siewed as illustratini o) o2 vIrious .. ~.~d funding patrerns.

57 tne nandicapi-l n determining a district's allocation, cnly those

v related to the edication of the handicapred and

-y = i - Y - 3 - % - 3 . ~ & -1 k) - ' 3 - eyt
nish would not nave naern incurred if tne specialized 270Lranms wele

[re)
o

n)
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2 only thcse costs resulting from the child being handicapped and

n L i

-+ --.s.e tasic ccsts related to the child being a pupil in the district.

7: one state, the 1975-76 distribution plan for speclal education was
‘s2rated and funded in an excess cost basis under Chapter 269, Laws of
,7% Fipst Executive Session. Spec?al tducation excess cost funds
arovioed additional revenue to local school districts to provide
nzndicapped educztion programs. Additional teaching staff, above what

sxisted for the basic programs, allowed local districts to provide

e

teacher/pupil ratios determined essential for differing types of

nandicapping conditions.

Xeeping . n nind our contention that handicapped placements can be
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let us consider the

~ase 5 .00 special education students being placed in a self-contained
cla. - .-m or resource roox program. As shown in Appendix E, a typical

sz nu . ation in determining excess cost funding under each program tybe

w1 .5 ppeduce the following reimbursement schedule:

7.sLE B8.1: (CGST OF EDUCATING A HANDICAPPED CHILD BY LEVEL OF GOVERNMENT

Percent
Percent Self- Self-
Resource Resource Contained Contained
Room Room Classroom Classroom

State Zxcess
Cost Funded $31,798 L2g %52,0AR2 59%
Local District
Tunded $44.075 589 $44,075 413

8}
®
il

bove cnarts illustrate the effects of the aid formulas on the
arious levels of government dealing with the education of handicapped
iidren. There appears t0 be a significant financial incentive for a

school district to choose a relatively more restrictive educational

satting Seor the child. In the placement of the 100 nhand:izapped children
tn 3 salf-contained zlassroom, the local district bears only 41 percent
-2 =na sctal scsts. Placing the childrsn in 2 resource room, tie local

O
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Aistrict nas to pay 538 percent of the total cost. In short, the fiscal
incentive is to place the child in the most restrictive environment, that
of a self-contained classroom; this is diametrically opposed to ths

lscement ariteria promulgated by Public Law G4-142.

'O

Sxcess cost aid was used by two states in our sample . The

reimbursement formula is included in Appendix D.

Teacher Salarv Aid. An allccation formula based upon teacher salary

aid, distributes to each county a2 sum equal to the total number of
authorized teachers times their respective salary schedules.

In cne state the 1975-76 distribution plan for Special EZducatlion was
opsrated and funded under a teacher salary aid program under Act 215 of
che Laws of 1947. Teacher salary aid was based on the number of teachers
a county had and the amount of college training and years of teaching

Once distributed,

axperience. the monev had to be used for the payment

o0f “eachers' salaries. The counties, however, were not required to pay

caecn teacher according to his/her individual position on the
schedule, but the State cculd not pay more than was paid by the local

districts.

igain, let us consider the case of the same 100 special eiucation

d heing placed in a self-contained lassroom or 3 resource roomn
rogram. By applying the fornula (included in the Appendix), a typical

caloulation would result in the following:

TABLE 8.2: (COST OF ZDUCATING A EANDICAPPED CHiLD BY LEVEL OF COVERNMENT

Percent
Percent Self- Self-
Resource Resource Contained Contained
Room Room Classroom Classroom
S-ate Teacher
Salary Aid $37,319 L3g $106,708 82%
_nocal District
Fanded 351,232 °73 323,147 189




O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

bty

Again, it appears that there is a financial incentive to place tae
100 nandisapped chnildren in a meore restrictive environment. In the
Dlacement of the 100 children in a self-contained classroom, the loca

1y 13 sercent of the :total cost. However, if the
cnildren are placed in the resource room, the local district has to dear
37 percent of the cost. This large discrepancy is primarily due to the
fact that, once placed in a2 resource room, the district still has to

orovide the student with a regular day teacher.

In summary, the application of reimbursement formulas to these
nypothetical situations illustrates the indirect influence which fiszal
actors can nave on local district placements. The indirect impact has
been detarmined %o have the effect of financially rewarding districts for

nlacing handicapped children in more restrictive placements.

Physical Location of Existing

Factor which had a serious impact on the amount of time a
nancdicapped child will be able to spend with nonhandicapped peers is the
snysical location of the special education facilities. This particular
decision is not made in the team meeting; it was made many years before,
when administrators were planning the special education programs. Those
districts that were foresighted enough to locate their special education
slasses, even those for the severely and profoundly handicapped, in
egular =ducatison bulldings, can now ily provide less restrictive

olzcements. Disiricts that built special schools will send children to

Consider, for example, two of the LEAs in tzae rtudy. Both
‘rhan districts. One district has no special schools. All special
adunasion classrioms are in regular schools either right in the scheols,
in a special wing, or in one of the modular units wnich make up some

3cna0ls. The sther district nas a number of special scheols, including a
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, the plar. . - is constrained in i‘s consideration of options
by certain realifties .t san't move a class to a new dbuilding. The
relationship of the decisicns made with regard to facility plannin and

Zs0i3ions adcut the less restrictive snvircnment for an individual

scudent should Se recognized. LRE must be a part of the former to bc

vy

the latter.

more Sully a part o

+

~raativity 0f tne Plecement Team

<

Besides being extermally constrained, the placement teams were often
zeen as ‘nternally constrained; they were limited by their failure tc
ccme up Witk unusual or creative solutions. Because of this process, the
decision-making was limited to whatever the team considered within the
~oalm of rezscnablaness, i.e., the standard set of placements for
nandicappad students in the district. With the exception of highly
unusual cases, there were few attempts to try new approaches or assemble

]

-

services in unigue ways. While it is true that realistically there were

g}
§

only a limited number of choices for a student, it is also true that a
greater effort could often have been evpendec to tallor arrangenents

tme individual student.

The notion of expending the additional 2ffort to seex a siightly
ar

[

Satter solution is particularly rs.zvant to ILRE. As roted earlier, LRE

\

vas not a eritical part of the decision-making in most meetings. An

(43
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19
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nd completed implementation will require an extra effort on
the part of iIndividual professionals to ask whether a placement is
actually “he least restrictive a child can handle. Similariv, the team
members nsed L0 ask aloud>whether there are ways this child could spend

sdditicnal time with the non-handicapped--or better vetf, given that as a
o
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ccmmunication, commitment arnd flexidbility. Communication can be

y small districts, 1t scemed almost tc happen
avtomatically. In the larger districts, formal mechanisms were put In
zce:  written decumentis, standardized procedures, a2 management
nizrachy, laysrs of meetings. Where communication broke down, plzcements
su’fered. Information on the case or the possible placenent was

incomplate, “there were no follow-ups, unnecessary delays were encountiered.

Commitment to the child and to least restrictive p_zcement is a

rather amorphous concept. Although impossible to code on the oiservation

o
L]

form, i%t was cl2arly visible £0 the observers. Commitment is seen in the

2xtrz time it takes to visit

m

possible placement, to explain things more
thorougnly %0 the parents, to make the phone calls and juggle the roster
tc get the child in the class. Commitment to lsast restrictiveness is
making an 2xtra effort to <2ep the student in a regular class or at least
in a regular school. From a policy standpoint, there is not mucn that
can de done zdbout commitment It can't be mandated. Policy-makers are
in a position, nowev:r, Lo remcve the tarriers that tend to demoralize
<ne professionzls iavolved in administering and delivering special

educa-ion services. Many of the constraints discussed in this chapter

'3
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ent special education headaches. An environment more conducive to

sxist Wwhen scme of these problems are minimized or

lexinility can be a2 critical part of appropriately serving the

randiczpped students. A middle ground needs to be found (and held)
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e of procedures, a situation which invites abuse,

and 2 maze of rezulations so tnick they can obstruct the educational
process. With regard to determining an appropriate program of services

o

for an individual child any restrizction on the optlons open €O thet

anild serves to impede implemenvaticn of LRE. The student can't gec hers
Sscause ne dcesn't nave the right haidl~zn, can't have that service
s2cacse on.y students in placemen: ~r ¥ get that, can ~2 pul there
~scause the state won't allow 1S, can't go to that room because ne's
alreads zewtivg fxderzl mongy, can't te fhat nandizmp decause we nave LCC
mary <7 snose already--21l of these are exanpls=s 0 the «xinds of
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ndivions wnich limit Slexibility znd make 2 placement less

individu

but thelir impact

v

alized shan it mignht be. Scme conditions are justified and

to be acknowledged. The possibilities
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ating with another priorily zopear andless. These are

and procedures at the local, state, and federal level. Some

T oD

LRE, some impede it. Some are not consistent across the three

There are also local, sta-e, and federal pollicizs for programs

nct speeifically for the nandicapped. These present many more

iimiss on the flexibiiity of what can be done for an indivicdual

n
(¢
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orocedures usad by scnool systems to determine the educational placemsnt

e

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

ne ourpose of this study was to identify

(]
ct
)
(]

, describe and compar

0

57 nandicapped children. As with any effors to provide a
state-of-tne-art description of current practicss, we found wide

variation in the placement procedures being usec. In developing a

[
8]
o]
ct

ext withain which DPractices evolve and operzte must be examined.
Icentifving these contextual lactors whiech influence the evolution,
development, and imgp._smentatilon of placement procecdures helps tO
nderstand the aypothetical "how" and "why" of what goes on. For this

roason tne final chapter of thils report degins Wwith 2 summary of findings

ifter tnese contextual faclors have been summarizecd, brief nighlights

of findings of each of the following are presentzd:
3 “ne placement decisicn-mzking process;
@ “he role of LRE in the placement decision;
) che Tadividualized Zducaticn Pian (IEP); and
o -ne involvemens OF parents znd students in determining

@ a b 4 =0 DRt 3 - h = b - 4 - - =
Zxisting ¢eonaliions ~i=hin 2 local scnco. district can Qpe” zTe N 2
.= - o .y - 2 - o - -~ = R IS s
;2 l2l7 CI warys- Tn 3ome 22393 Lnhese actoors tan Jazililace une
- 4
Tt .
’ e .
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conszzrain, impede, or hamper the district's zpplication of the LRZ
orincipls to z tandicapped child's placement in special education. In

4

ual factor is not clearcut and it

(‘f()

ther instancas the impact of a coni=zx

can te iatarpreted in terms ¢! botnhn positive ard negative implications

-

“ritten Placement Pclicies

Existence, zvailability, and quality ol written documentation
regarding tha process of determining an LRE placement are not sufficient
cor 4itions Lo ensure the consistent application of LAE across all cases.
lack of specificity in what was contained in deccuments 2dout LRE

ct
3t
[o%

placemxents orocedures used in evaluating such were almost
non-existent. However, in some cases lack of specific guidelines spawned
informal methods which were aimed at gromoting LRE to the maximum extent
apprepriate, In these situations hac there been xore formalized

‘nes in effect, such strategies may never have been
created and emploved. Guidelines wnich were developed to handle all

cases sometimes tend to inhibit the creativity required te sclve
a

Svaluation and Monitoring Placements .

v

e

-,

A similar situation existed in the area of monitoring t
a2 final placsement decision or in evaluating thne

ormaiized procecures for immediate follow-uo of a

slacement were zlmost never in evidence. However, there did exist more
farmalized mechanisms whichn were accompanied by written decumentation, to
2nsure that Shne annual review znd the P.L. J4-142 mandated re-evalu E ons
-coK slaece. In addistion, all districts nad procedures To reguest {at any

<ime) a change in placement il the teacher cr parent did not fzel tre

i
(A9



111 iistriats orovided evidence of having changad or medified
At 2azmant: meisr o the annual resiza or The three-year re-evaluatlon.
- sesze =~z _25 LT se2mad infarmzal communization ameng tincgse dlstrict
3-277 working wWith 2 child Wwera predominantly responsinle for changes in
-lzzexmant. 3Sucn informal monitcring of a chiild's adjustnent to a
szrcicular ~lacement was at minimal expense tO the district in terms of
==z time and 2nargy ragulred. nDowever, gecaus:s of this unsystematic

3mzllar iistnmincs Shere were fewer programs, a smaller numoer of

A-idran, and Tawer staff. Although placement choices vere somewhat

i-22 ny tnis lack of variety, almost every professional was intimately

S mitiza gits thme nature and aistory of each handicapped child’s schnecol

sxoerizncs.  Tnlis «ind of sizuation resul-ed in decision-making wWnich was
o

q
L

nal as well as professiona

- - PR S Lo RN -
Lominlztrallve oduruciare
-

Sordisisns existing within a loecal district can de described by the

ot

~zlization versus decentralizaticn. Districts where the

S.il<iag orineipal nad a nigh degree of autornomy in terms of operating

~=s af..2-isnal orograT Within their school were consicered

izmanmtrallzed, IF policzies were deveioped at a central level and

nrough 2 more rigidly controlled management nierarchy, the
-~ig factor was difficult te

5 Simne Tmera ars pros and cons on either side.

iats decentralizad procedures contributed Lo
sgecial education programs and services.
s

R WP S . 3 N -3 b . = ;3 PR
~iofiot-isg ciare anssunieres, In particular, Wwhen nand capped childran

22 szncol zulliings. Unsvstematic proceduras for sonducting
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fadiyidual children often contributed zo creative solutions for workiny
wi=n 2 cnild within <he confines of the professionals and service
avzilanla =0 that schocl. Informal procedures enabled needed services Tl

~e 4aliverad to the nandicapped child in an effective and efficient

-

T~ districts where the administrztion of specia

t—4

education

£

as
srm, then consistent policies and procecdures seemed to be related tc
diz-ermining a2ducational placements. The entire array of district

ocess of maxking a final
‘sicn. Procedures for conducting placements mestings were nore
S _~malizad. Standardization of procadures acress tne Fistrict enabled
2a2h orofessicnal to xnecw what his or her responsibilities were.
Sswavar, tnis standardization of the placement process also contrinuted

e S
: ‘+h educating handicagped enilidran.

5 2 xind of dursauracy assoclatad with e

nis bursauracy was accompanied by increased paperwork reguired
o

o

5y district 2fforts to document the process for all levels of managament

Aisrarchy involved in the placsment decision and its implementation.
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~ica a gzlimpse into the complexities and iateractive nature of factors
ntninuta S5 Sne ecntext within which local chool systems must

sczrats.  Clearly, the contextual faciors discusse abcve can have

o - N -~ N & 7 B L - 3
a"®apts whisn in some instances facilitate and In Lher lastances izpede
- - o = - 3 - <~ -
-2 sraecess of determining the LRE appropriate piacexenc or Sach

i - - . 3 - N - T -
~amdisasscad enild.  In the next sectlon Tactors whica distinctlily Lnhioit



o} nical assessment for the
onil<, Wicnout adeguate personnel or staff time to check on the status

3F this assessment the process of cetermining the educational placement

exist in all states. Since each stats
individually and independently by State law determines criteriz for
21liginility spacial education and related services, there is wide

sar~iation. Criteria for the same category of handicapping condition are

diffarznt, and there iz often a difference in which types of handicappsd
277 liren cre 2ligible Cor services. Some states even limit specuillic
s2rvinas to a2 particular handicapped label. These differences become
sraslomatic whsn cnildren transfer from a state in whi ¢cn they were

=liginle for services 0 2 state where they cannot meet the criteria for

special zducation and related service eligibility.
Zocrdimavion of Fecderal Moniss fr Various Programs

stonsored program. Zarollment of children in programs funded oy Title I
4are mcst Srequently involved. The effect this problim nad was to 1imis

on3ideration of program cphions during placement dsliberations.
yoizally, if a2 -aild was eligidble for spacial education an related

-, § - -~ <~ . o0 - -t
“n2n -ne cpilons ccnsidered wWere confined to those programs

(V8
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The nature of problams associated with transporting handicapped
shildren o oducational programs reflect a varisty of conditions existing
nin 2 distrizt. A large sparsely populzted rural zrea typic:illy has

ses o7 low-~incidence handicaps. How:zver, even a large wbdan school
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sp2cial progrzzs are nobt evenl:

S
nancdicaczcad chiluren to and from classes, there wers Other constralints
som= distr.ets nad Lo face. For exampl2, court-ordered desegraticn and
-ne »us.ing program which accompanied it, put additional stress on the

an adegquacte transportation program.

Lack of Intaerzgency Coordinztiion

Y
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most always arise when a cnild or family are recelvin
services from more than one public agency, and for 2 child with handicaps
such problams were exacsrcated. Interagendy coordination or lack

tnsrec?, is typifisd by poor communicaticns ameng those orzanizations

parsicinsating in service delivery, Cne 07 the most freguent examp.es was

inforzaticn for the same purpose.

Missing Pizces of the Ccontiauum

Certzin program op-ions are often not zvalladle for 2il
~lz233ifizcatisns of handiczpped children. Consistently 1T appearad that

..... N -~ - < = — - T -
i3uall s wers not spacialized resource rcems for zentally retarcsd
2 - - R - - < < b - N
Amildrsa . 3unn Slassifications can prevent Inmdivdually aetermined
N - - -yt 3 - - - N I8 - < N M o - - < - r
slacemants a2t Thus niztizats against tie oroacipis o5 L2&Ssc restrictive

o
O

r



4 - ) ) > [ ]
@ o [ Q o 1G] £, )
n O a o} K& 3 8] » U
L )] ot N £ 43 1D 9] (@) K4 3
[B] Gy n R o T 9] Q [72 TN S TR B /)| -
[V VR | O S0 O ) W 2] [ 2 S T o T +
IR £. [¢] ) | T ) G [44] Gy - S S { 4 [ (@]
t of 8l e o o f v O g G ko) O . 0 A e T | Y| o
o] [«H) 4} n > a ] O QD [ oon 43 el 9] Qo . [\
G n o g W - (o] S, o> [44] af) [ 9] o BT [44] ey 1) K
O D moa Qo ‘U O £3 [A RN vy G ¢ O el S, [ BN SR [ NS
(@] « 1 > — b0 < O [ BT e A & B | QA (9] n Qe
(2R ¢ (o] IR © TR S 11 B O [SINS FA] o > T 4t W O U v
W) . ] @ .0 D T R o] o ER) o] [ & [13] Q (o] (o] [STEE SR o} 9] 1
[P I R & I & i D0 W [ I S ) B P S B SRt SR I SN & MY (S B B |
[ [ I < A B % B L1 AT B P » 2 0 g L [ U SR I =
R B | O (& S )] T @ [ G 4D Q (& (D] R ' & T O
IS} e e c) [14] [B] [T Q, G s 0, G 3 G O (o3 ) &l v,
! O n n n W o A . L e L L [ o oo O O o [ 1 1
Q [S TS & “ n A ¢ - [OR] (o] £, . 3 o £ o SR P |
& O £, O ¢ o N, M > [¢] 4D . 4 n 0o < - ¢ m
[« +) O (] Q ] ™ v oA Q ) G [/ IR '] 9] () e o] %] [ T : ol
O [ S 42 M 7 O L 43 O D O C R oo a A Q = [ BT n
£, [T} O T 0 O £ 0 o U e R N Y B~ MRS S V) B D S S 2
o £ n [ i 1 S RS B ] 0] [ S I in n 3 o ¢ © 0 0 o
o> [ 2 [ I ¢ R V) 1 0, T n H o oo - - 0 £ O 0O v n
[ [2B SN SU. = 0 v W el L, H . £, 2 60 O © .
fr] [ (] I (o) I o @® [ SR | S Gy L S Q [} I RS WY TR SR /) AN & | Q
3 9] ) P S R [\ ] FE UL S o o T e I = T O I . o
W o o o O 0O 0 o [€2Ns] o [S I &+ Yy O, 3 0 Ly Y
> | I B )] o o By a4 Gy o4 Q 4] ot @ ol 42 Q .
et A (i, OO [ o T I SR S s [ . v © [ ¢, (ST ] - O G U
Ju} [i}} >, 0, > e vy « [o TS 7 [ K 9] [« N SR (] 0 4 [ W @) N O Q)
© A I ) RS T 42 2 R S [ S S 0 -t [ ] 4
& [ S ] oo 1w owog, 0t w Ll [} I )] w0 n
<. L O 3 (@] v) EQ] 3 - C ‘. D R B W ' (SN o (D] Ko e O nm
12 kel M Ty e el el [O R i £ [Q | (0] < Ny 3] D | ¥ 42 J } D '
12 [ P S & i s, H ER R . v P N (R 1 £ © Q @ oo 0 G o
» L (A S S )| | 2 o o n, (/)T & PR B o PRI )] m O, - = (o
o o woston H Wy < (ST S n Q (9] o [ NN VI R (N o B
2- [ Q « B O rt S, v o0 . g 1] 15') IR SN S o} [ 5.
1> A ) <. | 9 v (&) : v} ] v [} ER Q )] Gy [ Sl s O O o) o) 0
v 3 <L by o 45 o i Yy o0 e 4 3 W o 4 0 o
o D o O £ : @ oo o uJ J al [(UR G RS [S T x #
LY} » [ ot o L i G : YD o O % P S T PR B S SR ()} O .
RS G [N ¢ €1 A} N LT O, aj 0 : nooC oy
e [E I | 3] o) a° - 5. ] 14y Y Gy [ (9] o0 [O IS [0] (&) 1) | N
G m 0, ¢ <, ()] (9 1 > o O 0} a [ I = n (O] o i o Qo
O [ 4] a [1)] « . . o [4V B o ol (R4 i C £, 1D I - [ Ly
o« S, £ [SEENE ] o 1t w4 O Lo [ ST &1 £ X LiD] R x) [i}] N [
M (8} IQ ot . , [ ©) i ) o ot ) 13 ke 0O, 1 (o] [ ] o
oy i) 3 Al ) O I ™ o3 Q e <, I o3 [44] [}] ; [SI o L)
1 oo [ R] o (9 TR & TR (4 B S A O s 1y 60 )] O 1
@] 18} Q [} . . o V) = ol et S al ] am (& [9) iU et o [
3 (5] “r- C 15 < vt tiy O Wy O (@) ! )] - A » O
TE I & B & - . (St L, [ K4 e %] N 03 af 1] vy [STEES et (%)
(72} €. K3 ) G [(L I | [}) tqy O <. ‘g G £ Q i Ko & 1§ S jass
[O] W O ot (@3 ™ 18] : (& Qo (M) [ IR [ O 4
n e W I S B S SUR B >, <o a ¢ o d
¥ P O B b [ B ) e U Pl O @ [S T [\ (SE ORI &
0 n 3 0H £ € G o ()] (] ai T 4 rd €. o) | o ey £y
.t o -1 v 60 a3 0o H 4 < ¢ @ .t u,
Ty ) 5, <) g /2 B S BT » 00 a [ o . K4 ™ oz [N 5]
[ O, 0« e 0, W ™~ & <. o -1~ o D X ® 1
el 0O G 40 1V SRS R B n o N, o oo . 2 S R TR o PR |V IR
i} he) I3} KIS AN B T 0 [ TS I T 1] B n W A [ | a3 .
A 3] W A Q) <, N ke oD [1}] ey QO e O S U )] o 212 £, U] 3
€ A . af <. 0 [J} v ] ' [ TN 1 o ~ “»o $3 (¢4 G -~ £, Q m 3] - K4
o [ €. R (@] N, £ t m 33 v Q) 0, <, N ot ) Q@ i3] I o1 Q O
A [af ] )y . . : O ) 4 0 [5) T (M) 8 20 BN | O he A o
i L ) [ & v) ( o« . 4] I [0 (& [ Q [ T [ 9 o RO I | [ [N
« [ [ A O . ¢ . ‘ e - R O “» ot -t ™ M ) [ O ' W o )
N o 1, G ) ) . . - 4] L17] [ Q) a0 oat [ al K3 o ) o) o - [ I

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

E\.



- -

Slacsement Teetings wers an averazs of Ip minctzs long =nl o included
3ix mar-isisants w.In ths schell psyonoiogist and the motier Lne oSt
Treguent zitendess.

There was 2lmost n~over a2 written agenda whish -z2s circulated at the

zeeting, out usually the chairperson de a brisf i.trodustory statement

a=sus the nature and purpose of the meetirg. Ther . were zlmost z2lways

Tae Cizoussion at the meatings usualis began with a recitatien of

rad

2z scor2s and orther Jiagnostic informziicn fiow ihe sechool psychologist

D

2= ! tner srcigeded in round robin Tashion wWith each attendee gziving

+_3/7er interpratation of thne 2risd's provler functional level, and

= togetter to give ar integr. :d nicture of the child's

The discussions during p.oc2ment delliberations were usually informal
r

fmaei o an bhe cnild's acadenic acnievement or

A~ ipr. Sinmca tupically ¢ 7 one optlon was discu
a

-5 _ome =xtent avai  »ilifr of openings seemed O operate as =
22 sira2int WILT Speet to Tinal placement deeisions. I thers was not
37 opaning 1o 2 program walea could appropriz-ely mest the cnild's need,
-~an Srat Jro.ranm evar really becaIne 2 _egitimate opiion TO 02
s~mszidere . and 2-70=ner zlternative was suggested. Despite this, 21l
iizerlat3y f2l7 _nat She programs they offerad 2onld appropriately meet
--a aducatisnal meeds 5F most nandicapped cnildren Sor WhOom Dlacement Was
z2lng 2on3liered.
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The most Treguently zapplied criteria were those reiatad to ths
2nili's =zcademiz and socizl nesds, and Wwhether or not the placement would
srovide an z2propgrizate =2Zucatiznal srogrzm Lo mset Lhnese needs.  Civen
snis zriceriz, if district stall f2l. 2 child really was in nead of 2

“nough LRI as a concept was not wesll understcod and aot often

[

2xpllizizliy mentioned. Soms of the ksy elements Jelining the concept were
emzloyed in determining the placement decision or were manifest in the
ul%imase placement itseif. <Criteriz by which placements were judged
inzludad consideration of some slesments which make up a2 least restrictive
slac2ment. Such elaments 23 interaction with non-nandicapped, wnils they
were vaguely mentioned, and never defined at an operaticnal level, wers,
nevarthnelass, fully reflscted in the ultimate placement decisions. The

h

- - I ——— -
concspts of stizme and harm

21 affects, sometimes associated wit

n class, ware seldon discussed. Most <&

Q
grencas %o the concept of LRI and to its elements were not overt,
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by implicaticn, from the discussion of the
The orimary oritsria for placement appeared to always oe
“ne cnhild and how those needs could best be accomodated,
ziven the rasources and personnel of the district. Basic to this
committzent Sor servicing the needs of the child was a philosophical

TY

sarspectiva towards "mainstreaming.” here was, nowever, no distinction
s2-ween L2E 23 2 concept for placement decision making znd the more

2ral philosophy of "mainsireaming." Furtler, 2t an operationzl level,

In general, district stalf Were prov:ded with 1little training and/or

-

-2chnizal assiztance related S0 the applicaticn of the LRE prineiple to

a2diea=isnal sSlacements. Primerily writien policies were guasi-verdatim
ma3-a%sment3 37 3%2%2 or Facderal laws and accompanying regulations.  Lack

)
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™.s state—ci-the-art descristion of placement procedures ancé LRE

impiementation presentsd DV this scudy showsd that Doth con

O]
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rarizbilicy existed across the [ifteen school districts. All districts
~ac cestings to der:zrmine lzcement. Some nad cne: some had severzl, Ddut
people representing varlous disciplines to

che child. Teams most often discussed the child’s academic and

sccial needs -- which are extTte - fitting topics for a placement meecing.
Parents werse given the opportun... 0 participate with varving degress of

[$)]

ancouragement tui they were rarelv active participants.

regard to LRE, the state—-of-the-.r-C appears not Lo be

a

wn
1147

5a but it is certainly not all bad 2ither. The concept
~as door.v understood and almost néever an explizit part of the decision-
nmaking. Zven so, the placement teams appeared to be making decisions
consistent with the LRE zandate. Their decisions reilected & commitment tO
sroviding opporiunities for interaction with the non-handicapped even if
rhat commitment was rarely verbalized. There were a number of factors which
nitigated against full implementation of LRE. To the extent these can be

lassened or even removed entirelv, significant progress toward the intent
of the ~aw should be more easily within reach.
Ia closing, we wouid like to aote that the field staff was generally

impressed bv the competence and cedication of the people they observed

3]

«aking placement decisions. Many of the shortcomings with regard to LR
implementztion were due to a lack of knowledge, time Or resources.

v, if ever, Zid actions consistent with the Law appear to be guided
5+ malice or a belief that the Law in general or LRE in particular was
contrar~ to district or personal nvhiloscphv. The stage appearls to be set
Zor moving bevond acquainting local lev:  special education staff with
the facts of -he Law. An emphasis needs tc pe placed on processes aid
strategies necsssary -or 1ts realization: training in group decision-
making, stratagies for creating less restrictive placements. strategies

for stivelv involving parents. oreover, the -ontext in waich placement

Zecisions ars made could be substantially improved. Policvmakers &t the
tocal, seace and federal levels need tO escablish complime tary policies

ccordance with - or detter vet, Ifacilitate -- least

a.11 Do
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SUMMARY
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. acerar Characteristics and Qutcomes

The major synthesis of results and analysis of findings, both from
surmative data and case-specitic information, was treated in the
pters of this rapgort. here we simply provide a background
ussion through a presentation of some of :he aggregate
at

w cross-tabulations of particular importarcie.
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Hardicapping Condition and Placement

Tasle © © shows the sele~*ed placements for gach type of handicapping
condizic~ representad in the cases that we. 2 observed. On this chart, it
is important . rst of 211 to note that, in most cases, a wide variety of
acement oostions were used for each nand” .apping condtion. This resust
~ap counter to the expectation that some c-nditions would generate
ategerical or automatic 5lacements. For example, seven different
acemen options were used witn Mentaliv Retarded students; ten options
Nere amplioyec with Social/Emotioné] Disturbed children; and five
lacaments were seiected for the eignt Orthopedicall: Impaired
dr2n in tne sample. One exception to this trend was the nhigh

0

srogortion (21 out or 22) of Specific Learning Disability stucents wne

wsre nlaced in. regular and resource room services.

A second and critically more imporient perspective ¢n the placement
5f diffareant nandicapped students °s displayed in Table A.2. Tnis 2able
s.ndivides cases by nandicaps according Lo the relazive change in degree
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SF ~zsteicTigenass containsd 10 fne s2iacted placament. A majorizy of
s~2 z3sas (7.) odtafned ne change in restrictiveness. Many ~f these {38)
wars nitizl ref rals (ne orior placement) For wnich, of :zo.rse, change
Sou03 noT e reatistically intarpreted.  (Some anaiysts sucgestad tnal
277 olazzments Trcm out of reguiar egucation inid special were, 02r
Torce, mors rastrictive. It was agresc tnat operatio

shas is mest avident in this tanle is the fact that changes in
ccurred in only four types of handicepping cenditicns:

' Handicanped, Social/tmotional Disability, and
Lrther, the majority of changes in

v oin 2

ved placement in ancther building, rather

znzn simply a change in class. A detailad treatment of these 153U8S was
d

5, 15 scheduied {3-year; reevaiuations,
gations for change. Tabie A.3 sheows
10 both nandicapping conditicns

r
anc placemenis in the s-mpled cases. A few variations in the
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nis affect may have been a function of the time of the
C

- - = ~evas I oar vz T = Ta
~_a3CneC CONC.USIOoNS Tnat StuGents nave more serildus learning SroJiems
. —— - in T2, - 3. = - K
3f=ar mora than 2 nalt year's experisnce in the classrocm. Similarly,
-aars 328me” 0 & 2 growinT awareness of the issue of leerning
Lher T LSEThicas WU o Yrunan SRR ToLnT | ! 9
P T A R d ~=2 Aplakins o - S~ c oy - 3 A e =Yai
213A07 1023 3An -3 relationsnip TO achizvement 17 pe samp.:=C

.z Te iz o2& ceinla = snAS ~sARS Ted 3
IU3Lr TS, 5 z21sc 5nssinle tnat this nendicapping CONCITION™ES one
tn2T, SN2 2i2gnesa2d, resu TS on 2 jEneraiiy satisvactory ing zifective

s

O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

TABLE A.3: TYPE OF REFERRAL B8Y HANDICAPPING CONDITION AND PLACEMENT

Type of Referral

litegeries . Scnedulec Reevaluation nitial
j Reevaiuation . For Change Rafarral  Review Totai
— — ——— —

Hancicaoping <andition: t ‘ ’
Soecific Learning Oisacility ' S 2 20 1 : 28
Speech Impeired ’ | b ' i 1 3
Mentaily Retarded 5 : 7 : 8. 2 21
Social/Emotional Sisability 3 | il 5 s 0 2
Crthopedicaily Ilmcairecg | N 35 : 2 3
Visually Handicappec E s { 2
Hearing Handicapoed { ? 3 1 k !
Seat i [
“ealth Impairec 2 3 ! : §
“ul=inly-randicapoec ‘ 1 ; 1

i

2lacement: i
Reguiar class 2 1 f 3
Jegular class with services to teacher i : 41 1
Jequiar class with services to student 2 | ‘5 2
Reguiar class 3and resource room 3 2 ' 22 2 ; 33
Self-contained and regular classes M a SR 12
Self-containec, ragular schocl campus p 3 10 2 E 22
Salf-centained, scecial oublic school : 3 3 | 8
2rivate day school | B ) : 2
Sypiic residential scnool E 2 1 4
drivate rasicential schooil 5 1 1
dgspital E 0
~cmesound ! 3 3
Sraduaticn % L 1
Placement not determined E 2 2

n
“gtals dy tyoe of zefesrral i 15 33 33 e 3¢
5
HIES
L (,:()
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Another interesting result included in the same table is tne
gifferentizl utilization of placement options relative to type of
r2ferral. Only the r2evaluation for change results in a broad

sp

e
WT1

izatian of tne full spectrum of placement alternatives. A numbder of
Factors mitigated tnis result. Reevaluation for change tended to include
tne most controversial and extended meetings, and greater care and
discussion on determining placement. The other types of meetings were
generally more “standardized" and resulted in more typical and generally
“less restrictive" placements. Once again, these are issues which

~eceived full and detailed treatment in the issue-specific sections.

Change in Restrictiveness of Placements

Tne relationship of restrictiveness to handicapping condition was
presented in Table A.2 and discussed under the sub-heading of
nandicapping conditions. Table A.4 displays this factor in relation to
type of referral and placement. Some interesting findings presented in
this che-t are: (1) of the 95 cases observed, only nine resulted in more
restrictive settings; (2) all of these were specially convened
reevaluations for change; and (3) a comparatively equal number (10) of
reevaluations for change resulted in less restrictive settings. It is
also important to note that only three {out of 15) scheduled
~eavaluations and only one {out of 10) aunnual reviews led to changes in
restrictiveness and these were all to less restrictive environments. The
majority of scheduled reevaluations and reviews (19 out of 25) produced
no change in placement or restrictiveness; while the majority of special
reevaluations for change (27 out of 31) produced a change in placement.
Taken together these findings strongly suggest that, in spite of a lack
of explicit written procedures disseminated to PT members and with only
limited in-service preparation on these issues, the placement processes
re

are generally effective in impiementing LRE concepts.

Placement Participants and Procedures

Detailed and comprehensive data from each placement meeting (n=134)
4as racorded on the Observer Report Form; contextual information for each

case {(n=98) was recorded n the .ase Information Form. Copies of

(o))
A
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f tnese are presentad in Appendix 8. Following data colisciion the
ults of this information gathering were collated, synthesized, and

Tyzed. A summary of the results 33 oresented here and was analyzad in
Iad o

Attendees

A wide variety of individuals were present at piacement meetings.
A..endance of types of meeting participants is presented in rank order in
Tible 4.5 along with a measure of the participants in each category who
actually knew the child. An average of six persons (not including the
‘tudy observer) attended each meeting and the average meeting lasted 36

minutes.

4 few corments should be made regarding the ranks of participation.
According to the data, the most common participant was the schoo!
psychciogisi. The nigh figure of attendance for this professional may
have baen in€latad by two factors: (1) the cases selected for study
purpasively included the more difficult or controversial cases which
arcse in the districts and (2) the presence of the research staff and
observers in the LEAs may have sensitized the districts to our study and
ercznsered a higher turn-out at meetings of supervisory and/or
crofessional personnel. In the same line, figures for other categories,
sLch as school principal (31%) may also be inflated and not

representative of typical attendance.

A further gqualification on this chart is directed toward the rankings
and attendance rates of teachers. In the approach used in the
observation, teachers were explicitly identified by type: self-contained
(48%), regular education (43%), resource room (31%), itinerant (4%),
nomebound (1%), P.E. or recreation (1%}, and potential regular education
(1%). The sum of these categories fis 129% and suggests an important
overall measure of their participation. A teacher was present at almost
all placement team meetings and, therefore, teachers should actually be
considered the most common participants, although their discrete
classification in this table does not, perhaps, adequately reflect this.

:
P
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PARTICIPANTS

Ay g g -~ B
ADLI LT RiSEaNNING B

ATTENDEES ATTINDEZS wHO XKNOW THE CHILD
ATTENQESS PSRCINT OF MEZTINGS PEICINT OF ATTENDEZS
(N=134) (N varies)l/

School Psychologist 63% (n=92) 34% (n=77)
Mother 50% En=75) 100% (n=75)
Self-Conzained Teacher 3% (n=64) 36% (n=55)
Regular Tducation Teacher 43% (n337) 36% (n=53)
Social Worker 35% (n=47) 74% (n=35)
Principal {present schogi) 31% (n=42) 419 (n=98)
Resource Room Teacher 31% (n=42) 83% (n=35)
Jther Coorginater 25% (n=35) 37% (n=13)
?lacement Ccorainator 24% (n=32) 34% (n=11)
Speech Pathologist 22% (n=30) 73% (n=22)
Schoal Nurse 19% (n=26) 77% (n=20)
Father 13% (n=25) 100% (n=25)
tucent 14% (n=19) - -
Other Receiving Placement Representzz”  § 14% (n=19) 38% (n=11)
Jirector of 3pecial Zcucation 13% 2n=17) 76% (n=13)
Jther 10% (n=14) 64% (n=9)
Qtner 3uilding Aamiaistrator 10% {n=13) 35% En:ll)
Suicance Counseler 10% (n=13) 35% (n=11)
Occupaticnal Therapist 10% (n=13) 85% (n=11)
Jther Jiagnosticien 3% (n=all) 32% (n=9)
Parent Surrogate 7% (n=9) 100% (n=9)
Principal (New School) 6% (n=8) 38% (n=3)
MR Cgordinator 6% (n=8) 8% (n=33
Title I Personnel 4% (n=3) 100% (n=5
Physical Therapist 1% (n=%) 100% (n=3)
I“inerant Teacher 4% (n=5) 80% (n=4)
Slinical Pathologist % (n=4) 75% (n=3)
Reading Specialist % (n=3) 57% (n=2)
Speech Coordinator % $n=3) 33% ;n=1;
Zaordinator for Muitinandicapped % {n=3) 23% (n=1
Jther Princinals 2% (n=3) % (n=0)
Parents' Friend % (n=2) '00% (n=2)
Jther Parent Associate % (n=2) 100% (n=2)
Zcmebound Teacher i% (n=2) 100% {n=2)
?.%2. Teacher/Recreation Therapist % (n=2) 100% (n=2)
Recording Secretary 1% (n=2) 100% {n=2}
Case Manager 1% (n=2) 30% (n=1)
L.0. Coordinator 1% (n=2) 0% (n=1}
£.D0. Coordinater 1% (n=2) % (n=Q)
Curricuium Speciaiist % (n=2) % (r=Q,
Parent Advocate % §n=1g 100% ;n=1
Department Chairperson % (n=} 1005 (n=1
Work/Study Coordinator % (n=1) "00% n=1)
Zhild Develcpment Specialist 1% E Tg 3% (n=0G)
2otential Reguliar Zducation Teacher 1% (n=1 3% =0)

/This zolumn represents the number of attendees who xnow the child. "yt
snerafore reoresents the number of attendees for each category and conse-
suantly varies, Fer examoiz, ninetw-two scnool asycholegists atienced
mestings and seventy-seven of them <new the chiid. Thus 34% of the
ninety-two psychologists in attendance xnew the child.

w
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Trfarmation Available to Placement Team

=udent's case Tile was examined to see what information was

{
v

"t as-zc and availaple [though not necessarily axamined pridor 1o the
meeting) to0 the members of “ne PT. Table A.5 presents Zhe summarization
-7 wnhat tne absarvers found in the case Tiles. In examining this 1ist,
one shousd kx2ep in mind that 33 of the cases were initial referrals and
tais explzins why the figures are somewhat lower than might be
anticipated. This is particularly important in assessing the first thrze
ranked categories in the table. Although recent psychological

1 Jeads the list (n=61), one should recall that there soulc be
a psycnological evaluation present for all 96 of the cases. This is
sctually a much lower proportion of positive cases than for specific
{n=54) or general (n=53) goals or objectives which should only be
cxpected in 58 cases for which prior placement existed and,
consequently, IEPS would have been developed.

Parent and Student Participation

Observers recorded not only the attendance of parents and studentis at
olacement meetings but also the intent and enccuragerent of their
participation in the decision-making processes. Tables A.7 {Pacent
Participation) and A.8 (Student Participation) ocutline the general

Tindings in this area.

A clarification is necessary in interpreting these tables. This data
is based upon the total number o7 PT meetings ‘134), rather than the
number of cases (96). Consequently the total of parents at tne meetings
(33) refers to the numbers of meetings at which parencs participated.

The actual number of individual cases that involved parent participation

was 77.

A very positive feature in this data is the amount of encouragement
“hat was given to parents and students to participate in the process at
the meetings whicn they attended. In the 33 meetings attended Dy
sarants, their porticipation was actively sougnt on 81 occasions. 0t the
Faurteen meetings attended by students, they were encouraced o

participate twelve times.



. - ~ Ly —— -
FABLE A.3:  WRITTEZN RECORD CONTENTS
N Percaent of ;asesL
Contents (N=38}</
fsvycnological evaluation (78-7§) 58
[n=51)
.
Scecific goals & objectives (73-7%) 51
(n=54)
General goals % objectives {78-79) 5¢
{n=53)
Placements to date 35
{n=40)
Zeneral orocress/subject areas 22
summaries frem prior vears {n=37)
Social histery (78-7%) a0
(n=35)
Medical report (78-79) 35
(n=31)
Teazhner renorts (78-73) 34
{n=30)
Psvchological evailuation (pre Sept. 78) 33
(n=29)
Medical repor: [pre Sept. 78] 32
(n=28)
Grades/Report Cards 28
(n=23%)
Achievement tast resul%ts from oricr years 25
(n=22)
Janarts €rom orevious clacement meetings 2%
fn=22)
Scecific coals & objectives {pre Sent. 78 24
/ -1\
\H—ZIJ
jeneral goals & objectives {pre Sapt. 78) 23
‘n=20)
Sscial nhistory [ore Sest. 73} i
(n=13)
Toacher raporss (pre Sept. 73) 13
(n=11)
Cilini-al evaluation (78-79) 10
{n=9)
stinical evaluaticn fpre Sept. 78) 5
{n=d)
Jther S0
ln=49)

11 o=ignt cas Tas were unavailable 2% the time obDservations
~a2re Igsnguctac.
11
;o
O . “-'V,J'
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ACTivitia Percent of Caiumn Jetatlad Characteristics Percent of ~ 'umn
A, Parent Attencance: Jid not 2tlend 38% (a=351)
Attended antire 333 (n=78)
meeting
Attanded part 1% (n=3) Late arriving 50% (n=3)
ot meeting Chose to leave 0% (n=2)
TOTAL (004 (AJ=IJ4) TOTAL lE;Ua (.133)
3. Parent Awareness Were not made 53% (n=38)
of availanie aware
Jpticns: Aere made aware  14% (n=12)
previousiy Made aware of 211 options 3% (n=1)
Were made aware  28% (n=23}
at this meeting Made ..are of some options C7% (n=34)
TOTAL TO0Z (7=53) TOTAL TCC0Z (¥=39)
C. Parent Review cof Xere not given 66% (n=5%)
Child's Foider: an opportunity
for review
Were given an 34% (1=23) Sefare the meetingl/ £8% (n=19)
opportunity Curing the meeting 362 (n=10)
for review After the meeting 63 (n=4)
TOTAL TC00% (4=33;
I/Multipie responses were zllowed, (N=28).
C. Encouragement of dere not 2% (n=2)
Parent Participation: encouraged
Were encouraged 98% (n=81) A formal welcomal/ 65% (n=36)
T00% (¥=22) Introduction to participants 68% (n=53)
Asked to contribute 57% (n=34)
information
Given positive reinforcement §3% {n=53)
Asked how they Telt about 33% {n=51)
the proposed placement
An overview of the meeting 52% (n=41)
Other 27% {n=22
Z/Mu1tip1e resronses were al owed, (N=81).
Z. Parent Signatures: Wzre not asked 10% (n=8)
to sign anything
dere asked to 0% [n=7%) Yo axplanaticn was provided 7% [n=5%)
sign something An explanation was provided 83% {n=70)
TOTAL TOUR [N=35) TOTAL TC02 (N=/
7. Parent Satisfaction Piarants were 3% (n=4)
«ith ?7%acement dissatisfie
Jecisicn: 2arents werc 31% (n=78)
satisfied
Yo placement 4% {n=3)
decision was
made TOTA iw0as (N=30
- :
12
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ACTivitias

Parcent 2f Column

Setailad Charzacteristics

A.  Stucent ifttencance: 212 not atteng  26% [n=115)
Attenced entire
Te2ting 7% (n=10)
Attended nart of Late arriving B0% n=2)
the meeting 3% (n=3) Chose to leave 20% {n=1)
Attanded but Asked to leave 20% {a=1)
participation 3% (n=4) TOTAL TVGINNELY]
was not
applicasie
TOTAL  TOO% [9=13%)
3. 3Stugent iwareness Hdas not made 50% {(n=7}
of Avaiiable Options: aware
Was made 7% (n=1)
aware pra-
viousls Made aware of ali J% (n=0)
4as made aware 43% (n=§) nossible agptions
at this
meeting Mace aware of 100% {n=7)
TOTAL T00Y (N=1a3) scme goptions
TOTAL 100% (N=/
-

€. Stucent Review of
nis/rer own foider:

#as not given
an opportunity
for review

Was given an 0% (n=0)
opportunity
for review
TOTAL lUUn '\qul“}
D. Encourzgement of Was not 14% (n=2)}
Stugernt 2ncouraged .
Zarticinaticn Adas 2ncouraged  86% (n=12) Given a fo~mal welcomei/ 75% n=9)
CUZ (n=14] Asked how he/she felt apout 75% (n=9)
the proposed placement
Given an overview of the 57% (n=8)
meeting
Given positive reinforcament 30% 'n=8)
introduced to participant 32% (a=%)
Asked %o contribute 12% {n=3)
information
Other 3% (n=4)
l/Mu}tipTe responses were allowed, {N=12).
Z. Stucent Sigrature: Aas not asked to 6% [(n=5)

sign anything
A3ds asked to
s3ign something

TOTAL ™ T00% (7=1a)

§4% (n=9)

No explanaticn w~as provided C% (n=0)

An expianacion was oroviced 100% n=9)
2. m—L
T0TAL  T00% " N=9)

Stucent was
dissatistied

Student aas 34% (n=9)
satistieq
No 2iacement 22% (n=1}
Zecisicn
4as mage
TOTAL TUTY = ay
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Meeting Activities

Tibles A.9 and A.1Q present a summarizaticn o7 the major activities

ol

wnich occurred in 2T mestings. Tne first of these covers some of the pro

forma characteristics of meetings which were expected. The major

—e

nteroretation given this aspect of mestings was that they were general
informally conducted. This is reflected in the chart by the total !

of written agenda from any of the observed meetings {oral agenda were
grasented in only % out of 134 meetings). Introductions took place in

53% of the meetings; the majority of these occurred at meatings attended

by parents or out-of-district parties.

The second table describes the occurcence of activities directiy
~elated to placement decisions. A few features in this chart bear
mentioning here and were described in great detail in the issue
analyses. First, there was little discussion or presentation of the
rationale for possible placements (only 27% of cases). On the other
hand, tnere was similarly little disagreement with the prcposed or
decided placements. These two points were related. Finally, there was
Tittle discussion of short-ierm monitoring or evaluation of the decided
nlacement. Tnis confirmed the conclusion that had been reached in
analysis of documents and procedures in the LEAs. Other than the regular
reviews and three-year reevaluations there is little formal

implementation of follow-up monitoring of placements.

Placement Options Considered

To begin with, observation indicated that only in a few cases (9 out
of 134) were placement options presented prior to proposal of a
particular placement for thz student. This is summarized in Table A.1ll.
Instead, what usually took place was that a proposal for a placement was
offered and accepted, or, when disagreement occurred, the other opticns
wera then offered. This procedure was not g.ite in Tine with the LRE
mandate and, rather, tended to limit placements without real

consideration of alternatives.
The placement options which were given serious consideraticn are
1i3tad in Table A.12. Tne most common alternatzive mentioned in the

neetings was ragular and resource room, Tollowed oy self-contained on a



PERCINT OF MEZTINGS PERCENT CF P0SITIVE RESPONSES
ACTIVITIES (N=124) (N varies)
NO YES
A. Meeting Agenda a3 7 Characteristic ~2ercent /N=9)
{n=125) {n=9)
Orail 100
{229)
xritten J
(n=0)
3otn o
{a=0)
3. Introductions E) 33
{(n=63) (n=71}
C. List of Atterdees 99 1 Characteristic Percent (N=1)
(n=133) (n=1) Aith Roles 100
{n=1)
dithout Roles 0
{n=0]
3. wWriting Juring 28 72 Characteristic Percent (N=97)}
Mesting {n=97) {n=97)}
Minutes on 50
Official Form !n=38)
Minutes Freehand 23
{n=22)
Jther Writing K]
‘=22
Seneral Goals 21
{n=20)
Specific Goals 9
{n=9)
2. Jiscussicn of 38 i2
Next Zwvaluyaticn n=118} ‘n=16)
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. SN OATVT NSt ATt Tr Il
..Ul ZoACIMENT SECISION ACTIVITIES
3lacemens acTivities Fercent oF Meetincs
INET28 L
A. 2 general clncensus 2fout tne exist Yas EH
o aporosriate slacements witnis ~x}os
2igtmycls Ne :
A, s
Card
TCTAL T
NESEaME
3. Team memders were asked ¢ comment on Yes 33
tne greoudsed Siacement: n=85
Ne 28
n=33’
. N.A. z
Cpe2d
TOTAL 100
(=124
. Presentation of a raticnalé for the Yes 27
cliacement cecision/recommendation: n=34)
Ho 35
'\'t“a:‘
N.A. 2
[0
TUTAL 130
IN=128°
2. Manner of reaching a2 piacement Sv grouc 50
cecisioa/recnmmendation: : consensvs: inmli2t
3y a forma. vole 0
of all prezent: \n=C:
8y a formal vnte )
of some present: {n=})
N.AL 8
AR
TOTAL 00
(N=1243
<. Zxisteice of disagreement with tne Yes €
oia.emant decision/recommendation: - {(n=7"
No 87
=108
NJA. 7
fnag)
TOTAL 100
IN=122)
=. Use of reguia- education supplementary No mention of sup- 78
servigces t¢ augment the spccial plementary ser- (n=97}
ecucation program: vices
Mentionec and N
rejected: ‘n=t)
Menticned but not H
ssecified {n=1}
Mentioned and 1s
specified ‘n=l8
NLAL E
‘nx7
TOTAL 00
‘N=124)
3. Discussion of zriteria for movement Yes 10
from the recommencec 2lacemant: n=12}
No =1
n=1CC)
NLA. iC
n=]2}
TOTAL 1CC
(N=128°
-, Siscussion of snort lert menitoTing: vesg 24
rz30
Ne iz
n:S‘:'
N.AL s
-zl
TOTAL pele
N=124
e sen 3T the T34 meesings wRich were coserved 2l 2specis I lhe siacement were
seciged N 2 Srevious meeting. ~hus inis {5 dased on 2 o2l oF 28 meelings,
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*i3L5 A.11l: CONSIDERATION OF THE RANGE OF OPTIONS

CONSIJERATION

PERCENT QF TOTAL

Meetings in which
the renge cof options
43S gresented
crigor %0 discussing
an ingivigual

aitarnative

TOTAL

No 9C
(n=121) -
Yes 7 No. of Cotions Percent of Total
(n=9) AT ]
NA O3 (n=Q)
fa=4) Scme 100
G0 n=9
(N=134) TOTAL T
'N=9)

Manner Percent of Total

Presented {N=9)

Oraily 29
{n=8)

in Writing o]
{n=0)

3oth 1
(n=1)

TOTAL 100
(N=9)

p-
~I



TABLE A.12: PLACEMENT OPTIONS GIVEN SERIOUS CONSIDERATION

Percent of Gases

Placement Gptions (N=96) L
Regular 3 Resourc al
s & (n=39)
Self-Containad, Regular School Camous 27
{n=26)
Self-Containea & Regular s
{n=13)
Self-Contained, Special Public School 3
{n=8)
Fuslic lesidential School 3
{n=5]
Regular Class 1
- b v
\ﬂ=4)
Privase Residential School 4 ae
[ )
“omebound s
{n=2)
Regular class with inclass service 2
g the cniid fn=2)
Private Day Scheol 2
‘n=2)
. Regular class with inclass service 1
£ty the teacn.. fn=1)
Graduation 1
{(n=1)
Training for the mother 2Y & !
shysical therapist n=1)
Hospital 0
{(n=0)
S .
'Myltiple responses were 2ilowed.
)
~ :’\‘
i3
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regular school campus. It is instructive to note that a number of
options involving the regular classrcom were rarely discussed, including
reqular class placement and reguiar placement with limited special
services {to teacher or to student).

A number of factors were discussed in considering placement options.
They are listed and ranked in order of incidence in Table A.13. The
factors most often considered were academic needs, test results, current
achievement, social/behavioral ns s, program preference, and
nandicapping conditions. Table A.14 gives a more detailed account of the
importance of these issues and others by listing not only the issues
discussad at the PT meetings but also the degree of discussion on each.
In examining these issues it is important to notice not only the
incidence (first column) of an issue being discussed but also the degree
of discussion. For example, some issues were not discussed as often as
others but, when discussec, were discussed a relatively c-eater amount.
txamples of these were specific programming goals/needs and survival
skilis.

Least Resiricztive Environment

Tne core of this study’was a determination of the success of LEAs in
implementing the LRE provision of P.L. G4-142. 1t has already been
pointad out that very little evidence of written policies or procedures
disseminated to PT members on this issue was found at the LEA Tevel.

Very few LEAs nad written definitions of LRE, criteric for movement to an

LRE, or continuum models of within-cistrict placements.

hserving the PT meetings, the observers were trained and directed

ention of LRE or related terms in the consideration of
sptions as well as references to providing opportunities for interaction
xith non-nandicapped cnildren. Table A.15 summarizes the findings of
tnose observations in this regard. The results were discouraging,
insofar as LRT was 2 "conscious” or expressed consideration in
acement. Over 134 mestings, LRE was mentioned or discussed 19 times
‘nmainstreaming" was referred to 25 times, often as though the two were

l

nere was a little more refarence to participation witn

1Y

(Vo)

-
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A.13: FACTORS DISCUSSED IN CONSIDERING OPTIONS

Manner 3¢ _3ngicarazian
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.
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(ne134) {n=153) (nel5) (aei0) (nelQ)
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TABLE A.l14:

EXTENT OF DISCUSSION ON TOPICS IN PLACEMENT MEETINGS

Sxtent of Jiscussion

Scecific Discussion Topics Percent of Me;tings
(N=134) 1/
None Little Some ¥uch
Information on the Child
Social btenavicr 12 19 29 Q9
(r=186) (n=25) (=39} (n=54)
General Programming goais/needs 14 36 28 22
(n=19) (n=43) {n=38) (n=29)
Interpretation of tast results 27 16 25 32
' {n=36 (n=22) (n=3 (n=43)
Classroom acnievement 28 20 32 20
(n=37) (n=27) (n=43) (n=27)
Family histery/conaitions 32 29 25 14
(n=43) {(n=39) {n=33 (n=1%
Megical facts/needs 38 25 19 8
(n=52) {n=35) {n=25 (n=22)
Jenavior at nome/outside 57 schoct 43 32 15 5
(n=57 (n=44) n=20) (n=12)
Physical attributes/needs 16 37 15 3
(n=61) {n=68) (n=20) (n=4;
Sescripntion of previous piacements 38 36 13 2
(n=66) {n=48) (n=18) (n=2)
Scecific programming goais/needs 30 19 14 17
{n=67) (n=25) (n=19) (n=22)
Relating <%zst -esylts to programming 4 25 16 3
(n=72 (n=35) (n=21) (n=5)
Instrucsici.a. methods tried 50 24 10 )
{n=8C (=32} (n=13}) (n=8)
Suoplementary services used 83 25 S 3
{n=88) (n=33) {n=12 {n=¢)
Family attituce scward nandicap 35 25 7 2
(n=28 (n=33) {n=9) {n=4)
Survival skills 72 14 12 2
'n=36) {n=18) {n=18) {n=3)
Tamily ateitude tcoward sresent ciccement 72 20 3 3
{n=97 (n=27) (n=5) {n=4)
4dopcies and interests 73 24 32 4]
‘n=98 (n=32) {n=4) (n=3)
Srasantaticn of st resuits 73 22 3 S
{n=100) (n=29) {n=4) {n=1)
Student attitude toward present jiacsment 73 21 4 i
{n=100) (n=28) {n=3) ‘n=1)
ttendance/tardiness 34 N 3 2
‘ns112) {n=15) {n=4) n=3)
Sctucent 2ttituce scward handicap 39 ] 1 2
‘n=11¢) (n=13) n=2) ‘n=Q)
Structursa chservaticn of student 31 4 s 1
. ‘a=122) {n=8) ‘n=%) ‘n=1)
lanking 37 stucent needs 33 1 2 i
n=125) (n=3) ‘n=3) ‘n=1)
7
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TABLE A.14: (CONTINUED)

Ixtent of Jiscussion
Percent of Mee%ings

(N=138)1/
None Litzle Scme Much
InTcrmation on Placement
rogram characteristics 32 38 18 14
(n=43) {n=48)} {n=24) (n=18)
Classmate atiributas 33 31 3 i
(na7g) ‘n=41) {r=72) {n=2)
Staff attributes 5& 32 1 K
(n=58) (nad3) {n=2) {n=1)
Availapiiity T4 16 8 1
{n=89) (n=22) n=12) ‘n=1}
Zost a4 i2 3 1
(m=112) {n=18) {n=%8) ‘n=1)
Additicnal Consicerations
“amily attitude toward sotentizl olacement 3 3 2
(n=79) (n=42) {n=11) (n=2)
Transgortation 57 19 12 2
(n=20) (n=25) (n=18) {(n=3)
Other narm %o child 73 20 7 8
(n=98) (n=27) (n=9) {n=Q)
Educational harm %o child 75 22 3 8
. (n=100) (n=29) (n=3) {n=0)
Long term =ffects 78 13 3 2
{n=106) {n=22) (n=4) (n=2)
tudent attitude toward cotential placement le} 15 4 3
(r=1C8} {n=20) {n=8 (n=l)
Proximity 33 14 2 1
(n=11%) {n=18) (n=3} (n=1)
Recommendation from 2 non=gistrict 34 13 3 0
speciaiise (n=113 'n=13) {n=5) {n=Q)
Stigm 39 10 1 8
{n=119) {n=14} (n=1) {n=0)
Physical harm %o cnild 32 : 5] 1 1
(n=123) (na9) {n=1) {n=1)
shysical harm %2 sthers 33 7 o] 3
(n=124) (n=10) (n=Q) {n=0)
Impact on Tamily 36 2 2 3
{(n=128) {n=3) {n=3) {n=0)
Sducational harm %o athers 37 3 0 3
{n=120} {n=d) "n=Q) {n=0)
Lass of mepility co H 2
(n=122) (n=2) {n=0) {ned)
Cther marm o others i) 3 3
(n=133) n=1) (n=3]) n=0}
Other 72 is 3
{n=97) In=20) {n=7) (n=iQ)
~wyisiole responses wera :iicwed.
o
22



TABLE A.15: CONSIDERATION OF LEAST RESTRICTIVE PLACEMENT
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T3TAL 1
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nonhandicapped peers, thougn even this component was not expressed in the
large majority of cases (70%). However, faiiure to accurately express
“ne ideas of LRE is not necessarily related to the actual implementatior
of the concept. Actions speak louder than words and, as some of the
overall data presented here and as the issue specific analyses revealed,
actions spoke fairly well for the majority of placements which were

observed.

SUMMARY

It is hoped that this material may serve as a background to the
issue-specific and comprehensive narratives which made up the major
portion of this report. It has been pcinted out, but bears repeating,
that the date presented nere was not representative of anything but the
particular LEAs and the specific cases which were studied in this
investigation. Nevertheless it is anticipated that many of the
procedures and policies wnich operated in these circumstances are COmmon
to others. Further, it is beleived that a great deal of the
issue-specific and even case-specific (anecdotal) discussions presented
in this report are instructiv2 and heuristic to an understanding of the
complexities of LRE and the factors which most heavily influence its

successful impismentation.
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Test, flov,

[:! The Temptin-lurley Tests of Articulalion
[ ] The tteh Test of Language Development

[ The Verhat Lanpuage Test

[—:] Other
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[] Peverons Test of Extremity Coordination

[_'] fovel] land-Lye Coordination Tests
[_l Minnesola Rate of Manipulation Test
L~] Usertsiy-Motur Proficiency Test

l] Saathern Califormia Kinesthesta and
Tactile Pereeption Tes:

(] Southern California Hotor Accuiacy
lest

) Test of Motor lupainient

[ ] the Rail Walking Test

l_._hj The Teaching Research Motor-hevelopent

Sale

a Visual

]_j A B Viston Test for Gealar Dominance

I ] Barroga Visud BEficiency Scale

[ | Keystone Tests of Binocular Vision
Skills

[} s Monocular and Blnocudar Vision
Reading Test

[_I Sheridan-Gardiner Test of
Visual Aciity

[ ‘P stycar Vision Test

[1 The 3-0 Test of Visudlization
Skl

{I Me Atlantic City Bye Test
{71 The barusworth-Mmsel] 100 Hie-Test
for the Exunination of Color Vision

Mserpminat ion

{- { Titmus Vision Test

Diagnostic Tests {centimued)

o llearfnp
[ ] ubco Audioneters Test
[ ] Awlitery Biscrinination Test
D Auwlitory Perception Tests
[:l Irvin Sound Biscrimination Test

[ Vewplin Send Discrimina: ion
Test

[ Wepman Auditory Discrimination
Test

[ belton Andiooeter Tests

[ ] Coldwan-Fristoe Hoodcock Test of
Aiditory Discrimination

[] Lindawod Auditory Conceptualization
Test

[} tew-Group Pure Tone tearing Tests
(] Stycar Hearing Tests

L} "he Flovers-Costello Tests of
Central Auditory Abilities

[:] The Massachusetts llearing Tests

[ ] The Ohio Tests of Articulation and
Perception of Sotds

o Other
(] Bayley Scales of Infant Developuent
\

[:] (atlier-Azusa Scale

[ ] beaver Developmental Screening
Test (DIST)

| ] biagnostic Indicators of Leaming (DAL}

[} Learning Accomplishnent Profile -
Diagnostic Fdition (1APD)

|} Muxfield-Buckholz Developental
Scale for Blind Preschoolers

[:' McCarthy Scales of Childrens' Abilities

!linyno_slig”a'csxs {mn_(_@wd)

[—_l betropolitan Reading Readiness Test

] Mimesota Test for Differential
Diagnosis of Aphasia

(] Muphy-lurrel} Reading Readiness
Niatysis

(] Petersen

(] Stingerland Tests for Lentifying
Chiddren with Specific iearing
Brsabilities

E] System of Multicultusal Plualistic
Assessient (SOMPA)

[} Trainable sentally Handicapped
Profile

D Other
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| 1 Maptave Beliavior Scales
|| AND Maptive Behavior Scele
[] Target Bebavior Scale

[] Natker Problen Sehavior
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[ ! Other

|} Pender-Gantalt Test for Young Ghilidien

|1 Buke Catepories for Unantilying
tie Play- therapy Process

[ | Calilora Preschood Sucial Cometeney

Soale
{1 Calfomia Pschiological Tuventory
l] taliforng Test of Persenality
l |

1 Chtldien's fnbedded Fieures Test

Childients Apperception Test {CAY)
[

| ] the el toncept as a leamer Suale
l J Coopeesimtth Setf Esteom Loventory
| ) beverens (hild Behavior Ratiug Scate

[; Boveres Flenentary School Bcawior
Jating Scale

{1 Early Sl Personal ity Questiomire

i,] Graphoscopic Scaler A Projective
Psychodiagostie Method (IGS)

l_[ Miden Figures Test (0-16)
[j} tol{zmn Inkblot Test
] totse Tree-Peron (1P Test

|] Hwan Fipure Brawing Test

I"] Je. s tigh Personzbity Quest iomaire

"0 - Rosaoff Free Association Test

ERIC

it L Family Drawing (KFD)
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Personality Tests/ -

e e

Himesotasterceplo-Diaguestic Test
Miwesota Personality Profile

Fickford l'.rojcctivc Pictures
Quay-Peterson Behavior Problew Chechlist

Roscimedy Picture Frustration Test:
vom for Childen

Tewessee Self Cuncept Sale
The Adjective Check Lists

e Bealer Children's Locus of
{ontyol Scale

The Blizur Test of Psyene-Organicity
for Childven md Aduits

The Picture horld Test

The Piers-llarris Childven's Self
Concept Scale

The Rorschach ¥est or Rorschach [nkbiot
Test

The Self Concept as a Leamer Scale
The Scven Squares Test

The Thouas Scif Concept Vialues Test
Thenatic Apperception Test (TAT)

Torrence Tests of Creative Thinking
Abitity

Vineland Social Maturity Scale

Other
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] Attitmde-Interest Anal,sis Test
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[—_[ Career Quidimce

bzt t Mechanical Compreliension Test

—

[J Career Maturity Inventory

(] Qattergi's Noa-Language releence

i

Record
Clerical Antitule Test

Cox Mechanical and baval Tests

[

Detroit Mechanical Aptitude Baumination

Flanagan Atitude Classification Test
L 1]
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(eist Pictures Intevest iaventory:
lieal fom

]

General fptetude Text Battery
[] thil Ocenpational Intesest Suwey

m fnventory of Vocational Interests:
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[ ] Kuder General Intevest Survey

1 Kuder Preference Records Vocation:]
[ ] Occupational Intesest Su: o7
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(] The Tailéy Vocationsl Tet

[} The Jastak-King bork Sumple Tust
[ The Vocational Plaaning . .1y

| Vocationai Interest and Sophisticition
Assessment (o1 Regarded Molercents)

[} Wide Rayge Tapioyment Swpp .7t

[:I Other
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Aptitinle Tests

Abstract Reasoning: Differential Aptitude
Test

Academic Aptitude Test

Acoin National Aptitude Test
Analysis of Learning Potentinl Test
Boclm Tests of Basic Concepts
Cognitive Abilities lest
tCooperative Prinary Tests

Denais Test of Scholastic Aptitude
etroit Tests of Learning laventory
twneral Aptitude Test Battery

Gilliland learning Potential
lxamination

Henmoas-Nelson Tests of Mental
M)ilily

I1linois Index of Scholastic Aptitude
Jr. Scholustic Aptitude Test

Kuhbuasn:,
Academic

Andersoa Measure of
fotential

detropolitan Readiness Tests
SRA High School Plucement Tests
SRA Primary Menial Abilities Test

SIS Lducational Pevelopmental Series:
Scholastic Aptitude Tests

Screenlng Test of Academic Readiness
Test of General Abilities

Other
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fo2l, 8 .:er:r'.g sTudent, o 3
transfer student from anotier district, substitute the word "-ec~s on" for "shange'’ in the
"was a chage an issue?’ and complete the cuesticns.

[Z there is no Yranch thas is appropriate Sor the decision vou coserved, add a tranch and
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necessary.
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generic, tyvpe, building, and class cption considered. The number of list
<ase. I the gemeric, type, building and class wers al.L the same discus

iist for =
t5 will vary with o
sion/decision (e.s.,

Mrs. Apple's ‘el:-s...'x’aued 2 Class at Trentcn Elementars Scheol 1), then cne chart would sug-
fics. If more mhan cne cpticn was considerad n.mn t.“ose levels orc./O" the generic discuss
was distinct Irom the Tyze discussicn, you will need to ccrplete morve charss.

Stould it happen that you work t-x"m.ga he decisicn charts and have not comoleted 2 =ri
1ist Zor each of the separate Zacisizns made and cpuicns zonsidered, please complete critars
1ist for the missing alements.,
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| change 1s contemplated.

i (onplete “Criteria
! List" for discussion of
preseat placenent.

\\

Muber of Gptions which were serious centenders’

Lt

——

. . /'- 3 — +
Becision™ Recommendation  Just Biscussed

]

Urinary Lasis for decisiun?

1

1

o —— it

(1 Otter

Co to "Bullding Change"

2 or more

Kly were 2 or mors options considered? (check 2il)

L] Meud 10 ¢l

D Student's needs indicate more thun one

rify student/orograz maich

progrim propriate

[ ] Student is wleply handic: ped
(] Intemial Jisugreenent within schoc! systen

] Parent or student preference different

fran school's

Cornlete Criteria List
for this wption, listing
the an: Zactor considered,

i

I
Go to "iype Change"

Go 20 "lype (ange”

handicapping stlent's needs e fspecify)
conditron
5 D academic
]
| i .
% [ socialfbehavieral
I . A
D nhysical
1 % . i
ather factors considered?
]
/,L yes
/ \ . ?h
none - Coplete "oriteria

List"

|
(riteria considered with repasd
to eech cption

Comlete "Criteria List" for exch option
which was 8 serious cantender

!

}
flat were the criticoi factors that favored
the option selected over the others? {List/
Sumravize reasoning)

Scuree:*

L

|

|

6o 20 "Type Change"

* Source bog wisl he used to indicate if the
observation o¢ the Ofv interview was the
source, If Intervies, person (sole) inter-
viewed will be caled,



.- X8 N M
&‘) ’ -"":-'&R

Y

Yes t Ny

Yes, but type discussion

| ot distingt frow gencric
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[ Ieed to clarify stokeat/prograe match

D Stwlentts needs indicate more than ane
BICATA APUTOPFiaTe

[ ] Stadent is miltinly handicappud
M Hinzemal disagreenent within school systea

Pasent or student preference diffevent
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[:] Othar
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Suwwrize reasoning)

e —— et

T
T

)

Lldo

)
i
o to "huilding Ciange"



bas @ bl change an tssue”

N

/

, e

y
;
- / ~
- / .~
Vs ves, bl Mg h
| d;scn_x:‘:".vu. by WL ‘ o o ") ss Chanon"
! Cdistinet fimn_awenie/ e
{ Ssemsion,
5 (v t0 "Cluss Cumpd”
{
|
mber ob wudt LR wich
Were selios contenders?
£ Lol
: ————
. _“,_—’ ’_‘_\ \‘“_‘_-__"-F-_-‘
Sl il ‘\.t.u..«wu 110‘ st Discssed .

Ll v . I
e \ / Ay e 2o wore buildings considerad?

I8 N ,d. Tapif e R g b
. : eed ¢o clarify student/progr  aateh
Primizy vools for L_} ¢ ) [orogs
selection of buildiy -
- | o (] Studeat's needs indicate v than one
nrugran appoopriate

Goaplete "Criterta List" \ . .
& l : ' (] Student is muitiply handicapped
) . . B
L o Internal disapreenent w ihin school systea
fas ths the vaky buathiing T the district with L] e > ' /
tie generic/type placesent deesed appropriate i-‘ Darent or student preferace different
for the sitaent? - . - ¢ . Sand e - )
|~ brow s¢hool’s
! "~
Sas u hanbiling iy wie in ) ore thian one A .
N e Llnhl,lu Cia district '
| |
l E

Caly one with openings?
T

™. - - ]
™ . fes \‘.‘.‘o Criteria considered with vegard
S ey to eachlnlding
\\,r_’ e l

s elie naetsenlae bl e
Wy this varticelar building? Compiete “Criteria List" for cach building

. Wiich Was a serious contender
ihat weve the critical factors that favom

il . N hers? (Lis
. the buildiag selected over the others
i ‘*I]——‘ Swwmarize reasoning)

Sorce: LEI_I

#

Q !

“ Il"u. J', |ll
EMC {o to "Class Juange

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



E
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was o classyoon/schedule of
classes change an issue?

TN

//,,/”/, Yes, Lut an gpnropriste
///’ criteric list s already
~ been £10led out,

tes
]
EREANT! i +
15 Child's program to
be ¢ mixture of rewlar
education and specicd
education?

65 o
(FRIPVN) 7 f"‘*-__‘h“ ;

wcision T fecommendation Just Discussed  is child's placenent ia
a special school?

Camplete “Criteriy List" for each regular Yes, “~

cducation cluss (or group o7 classes) and “Criteria List"

for cach special caucation class? should lave been
completed for the
selection of the
building, When
"List" Js compieted,
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Bxplain

———

No, placement is in one

No, placement 15 in self-conteined class In
several types of
special education
classes in regular
school. Comlete
“Criteria List" for
O cach.*

repuler school. Ceuplete

"Criterie List.®
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fndicate on the criteria iist.

Q “

JAruitoxt Provided



- -2 - Sl [ T mn—a Smacidfiz |
‘api o< TmactZiess are | 2 Tme zzis Some InziTe szec _
lavel 2T IgectzIiT ene. : PR ey ~ ee ~
wiliing SceciZic Jlzss C.zss
Clzasses 3ched
S , . .
, Tmiamal e samial fmpaas PPN - -
STSSenT’ S SCCLiL/TenaviorTIL needs Zomments:
—_—
R—
e ~mm Ce ma - =l ama -
TOTTITTSNCe N STesenT TLlagement
: E
—_—a . . - i
FaTIoITENS2 1N 2ast flagaments
: p
TasT Tesulils
—
A n ———- e
. TramssorTIicn .
T i mi e apm 3= can=!g PR
: ERrh einbRuyiipts R et boiu [ptee
—_
o -
Zzst .
- PR
Crenis .
., - - -ta : 3 o W -
ICmeexastenge 95 tlzgements In 2isTTICT
—_— E
- ie- P - PP = Slme—tm-
R m~2xSstance of clzcerents cuTside oI disTricT
22 sUTDlamentiTv serrices
fr—— 3 R - 3
lasilizy of aidas
— .
P— L
Ty e - — — . -
JTegi=n O TASTITLSLLISS
—_—
— .
DYoo T2s
—_—
T Y acamama ywe—e Rea
L 3iS30AaTe ITTTLCUTS
—_—
_— . .
Smidene mmafevance
Stucent tTelerance
—_— :
— ite
. Tomily cTwcarsnce
-— E
—_— , .
S¢hecol svstem sTRIeTence
— ; ;
—
—_ . .
— -
JEacT on tIZmly
—_—
_
P —
B oden--3
_ T
—_
Ty mer? e mm —
Frorgizal haTm 1o sthers
—_
—_
Thopes mat
Fhrsizal
—— . . N
Y A N em —wm g
cattcral Tm oIz CTteTs
—_—
—_— . g
SZugational RaTm ot Rild
—_—
T tehaw mgem e ashgws
Jthar maT iz
Ve - - - PR R
Jner relits Bt el et
—
L3s3 I eziliTy
—
—_—
—_ .
JeageTritineness
L —
i - vae jo)
~ hY 23
llner L 1 —_— —
Q —

ERIC

PAruntext provided by eric



Souroa:
S A w e [orhogal
LomenT Tl

-z s Smpmi sl 2 Sa em Srom=<ia :
! af ImacifiTe: Teneriz N =a Irecific otre Nt STceclizIls
P ) - : LT - ;s -— -~

‘

EeS leing Scecizic 2.3ss isS
~ s ]
—anS352S Schedulie
Smiame! s ama Same o~ -
-ttt s m w2 e b e ba e N
- - v 2 . e . . Y -
cedame P S m— .
o oSelesns S STCQIIL SenaViITIL L82cs Corments:
= -~ -
-
- R -
Taw PR P, - o
Farizrmance in cTesent Dligement
- . . 3
T @y oy e i my g P
CRTIJITTCE N TasT TLlilsment
-
se TDsult
LTIsToTIATIC .
- :
T S - oo e -
.’.vKl.'.'.l:' T sTLment’s e
-
~.
L3sT
e
- —
- .
Ln=< cetmea AT 3litamaw . —
SON-EXIEITMCS o JLilemer e Bl Rihupupede)
- —
roeietel
- -
- B
Semre=m chzTace -
Ry kCpgcee] TeTisTics
32357 zTTriutes
-
i .- - PRSI
= ISSTATT ATTTLIU:E
-
o - -
e Smdead -ﬂ- ".-aﬁ'ﬁ-
Nladd . =IoTence
- -
sacl SSoTTeIaTence
—-— - .
—
—
Rl VP $aian ’
- Familv/meme zzncdizicns
—
— . i
P [P m— rmmeialicw
Recorrmendazion Itom agnedistrict soacizlist
- . - .
~TDacT CShozanly
- "
- .
Tps
—
o mw—a
. peofiioh ol
—
- : T e - el
Fhysizil atm 1o mild
Iduenzignal harm o cthers
—
— - . - .-
ZZucational hatm o Thild
T tehaw baem -
Jtiar SaTm 0o atner
bnd -~ .- g
JeT LT OIS ni.as
—_—
[ _
~2S83 27 TCOoLLlT
—
—,
—~— oa -
N . - e -
weng
] o i e 1Y - fndd . smg?
—_— . Y e S2aTified zhrmugh fzilow-p Sussiiin
pre I R P Y- - 3
asTTLITL eSS I r) -
- — —_—
Temaw - o)
- ———— e — ——

(A

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



- Smpmi Sl S T eiem Imaciiis
Ryl Dapiie e ssecliic Xz ——_ - - - . :
s2nerT - - < . by =i
I N e Impos Sim < T.zss e
PrSedpRe-bely sgecizIic :-.‘_.S' .
St accan Seasreta
LaoSSES cConecule
demmpam=’c y=sdami s =aalc
0 B e R
e
. mpads e =g
LT Jaoments:
————
Y e iamel s mbismiea’ agate ‘o= e ae
D emmatie D meef Smwina RSN G ume e
s B
RN
e
e
~rarman-
Lagem=nt
comr—
-
: 1A
gements
e
—
- ——
[opeie TIIIITh .
—
— .
o Qs ea
FTIXRSLTS T
— o
e
-eST .-
——
T femami-
LTeninigs .
: ameas svomem el qramanes im d3ce=d e-
ICweadstengy 25 Ti3cements N LLSTTLCST
—— b
— \ . - 1 - .. - .- Jaw
; 2 mlamamames Ay oS S Al pe—s
Neneex2stance oo flacsTents culsilce O CLSTTLLN
— b
-
arriies
PUSE.
PR,
——
e
— o o .
T en Il qemwstege,
STEtT ITTTLLU
——
IRd - —— S
e 2ISSTAT? ITTTLINEES
—
— .. .
Ieisame amaareca
. STUCenT ITeIsTiCl
——— b
. N .
PO - o
SanolY TTeleTIvCe
——
o~
— . o i
i Ecors BN glielot:r > Siuteretatipbitersd
PR
—— - . ST fe
< ey e aA m—— . o e i T s
C FIScomrmTollilnh ITTR TN CASTTLIN STl e
e
— ..
P v o1 D %
jfovels et Bilorolibausnalifs
[ *
—
==
——
—
—
—
e
=4 . mm t - o
[Febbeni Sbiotet- G4 TC OTNeTS
—— - . . - PRI
T pmm et my ] mme—— ma =l
IUCATIONAL AT T AL
—rm
—— .
) e we v meh oy
T T T2 2TAeTS
o o= - amiTd
——— =
—,
— ‘
. - -
e Dlas wmeame.ce - - —agTs
. o GTaTified TnTTugn ITALIW ' Taesticns.
— R
—
=
(<) lemaw 125
photi-

ERIC o o

PAruntext provided by eric



—~ s ——a CCV.....Q .
acamenT CJTILIT: Scurzse:

D el T :: - X Thar il Samma Cama—a IR T
3T SgecLIiT: nevris e cecl cme znzaTe Stec
vel 3% Sgecizice: e Szecific

l

Tuilaing Speciiic Jliss .ass

pRoSbvird
Y accas Sathadela
LL.3S32s tuded o088

Zhmimgmal e amesams a -am
SSD2NT S 2CLlemC e

P P . . .
3tudent's sccizl/zehavioTzl neads

Cv..w./.."-..S:
-~ e . . . I
Srmemamme! o shysizal —“,.S/-;—mm zasg

c— T [=Yepopgeiat by

. - - mamdl el
Yomdigzrming cendition

. :
reTIsTIaNC? i oTesent slagzment

Nemeexistencz cf placemenss cutsida of disTrize

i

Availasilizy 32 sioplesentary service

I55TATe atTTLutes

2 i el S ¥ gp— e -
ReCITIeTILTIICT ITTN e AlsTIIST TeClalIsT

Shepad am® aoemm ma ~eh
FOPSICEL ™D IUeTs

e ahiv 4
o Rnin S o4

| mamm m Ao
& AT D 2Ne

Dl mm wn ey
O arepuione 184

- . . e )
D leemm s -y v ea mld Y
oSS uRRuRO eI SEERPIIE Dapoo-SRee SRR

he T - A ey
—2T "2Th 1T T2

—~ Charified through foilowem Tuesticns?
JastTictiness

INRRRRER R R R R R R AR R R R R R R R N N RN AR NN RN RN

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Cenaw Y25

|
|




wILTeTLE LLEX
Setimma .
N ol
S . —
. = = o2 N —- z xTeClIls ' .
- T . el e o o - X
val 3f Spegiiinv: : > IRt
—_— . . . . .
Seimame mmm Aoy~ e
ne ICllemiT e
"= Zenidamea! Ami At Caamate sl =an .
STug2anT S SCCLLL, TenavioTIL Nt :
— R 3 . .
ST g o
neRcs/AnTTLCUTeS
— .
mmm il @5 v
jutejelobli-d Relod
— .
in nwagamy =7 :~amew
N oDTesent o 2ment
im mage =1am ~-
U 23ST puifemenTs
25T SuLTS
R L
LransTerTailen
—_— . it e
iy wm camida e -
| Srexdimicy o sTidant’s hcme
P
Zast .
—
- S - —
=2niNgS .
——" - - . .
. om o, s - FPR P
: TSeAX23TINCS o5 slagemsnts L LLsTTLCT
— b
— . . . . mida Ag s imm
o T L2 alomamanes ~yeeas s JEpp——
ICMeANITANGY LT fLlEfemenIs CUTSLIe 0T QLsTTLCT
—— -
T i TaRiTiemy Al e amgme——, < imna
AVZILSCILITY I RTTLOTeNIITY SeTVLIES
——
— .
—
——
—
= - an g e
alSSTATe ATTTLIUTZS
—
——
—
—
—
——
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—— .
ey -g— @ i
Thysical namm 2o <hild
e
AT e w ey | - -
Ciotbaieipiiorsic 33 s culeTs
—
-
o}
—
tehgw mgwwm ®a cap e
- - - - PG SEG )
- * T~ .
T et o @A ~matd
Phint 2 ploRReteb e
— - e
cas o PRI
woS3 1T TCTLLLYY
—
— .
cnm— @afSam—
Lomg 2t =STecTs
- - . P —ac e e
T et Sl ai wmmmeimm mm DT A g,
CLATLIISD TUTTUGT ITLLTWTD SLBSeewio
—
— - P
O anaw 2s

ERIC — — —

PAruntext provided by eric



‘ Scy.wa-
ooy om gt e o ——

-
PRciaspte~ HOQEEENROR AT

wel 27 3gecifivTe:r Zenmeril Tize Sems Inire Speciiic !
[ R S R e AT a e LA - - — — :
Tmames =3 = ass 1< ———
Smeciiic Zis opl:
s.35s5es 3chaduls
—_
kel — t o - -~ - - .
StuZent's zczdemiz needs
—
— - - ~ Ky . - 1]
. Swdamele gaeial MeaRacm aee -oa -~ -
: - TS SCCLEL/CAnAVICTIL neecs Commmants:
.. -t o e - - . - e o
Soudent's zhysizal nesds/zitrituzas
— h
T Sl sl —Am S e A
molisaTping onditicn
—
—
—
- - ol me~
250 TmsuL
— .
Bhgtichte, obaichubilors N
—
R e = ' -
LOPTIXCIUT 3o sTugent's heme
—
-
- -
-
—
S -
LERSTANSS
— .
——
(e e S At —— : 10 e
JTTi-excstence of Tlacements o disTTice
—
v 2 = - . <z S Al g -
, Cmeexdstancs oI tlagements cuwsida of distTic:
- E
—_—
b3 .’ T 3 e - A — -
- Availadilicy 2f suoplementary seTvices
—_ ob
Srema T miay Y3 e ﬁ.‘ - <
AVGLLZZLLITS 0T 3lLes
— .
PTTgTDn fhaTacTeTistics
32afT atTritutes
—_—
—
X
—_—
—
- R 8 TV 2 PO Y
Fmilv/ e condiicns
—_—
_ ) . ..
| AeCormemeation Svem mem —io= 1meciziise
b MEYE e - don B itk e mww cwlhnamtaad .
_— =2 E
= eman
rol
— >
Seiz=
— >
—_— . )
) Fhysical hamm 0 sthers
—_—
—_—
hersizzl ham o
—
¥ Iducaticnal narm Iz cuneTs
—_—
Dleeprmms mmn ! mm—m = —~—. a3
IZueatisnal tarm o Tild
[_ “elhaw Mg, sa o e
- - - it - - . T
] lther tarm Tt owmall
—_
I .
oS3 I ehuliT
£ -
RN i A
E . PO ¥ Sy, -l
[Fored 2T 2CIeCS
T Cpce—iseacam T.arifiec
Cmce—i aean -
2ceTiotLNNesSS
Semagw Ta Ko
Qo liner —_—

S

ERI!

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



b
vd Tt
IR
fr.opd
_.“ .
U
X R
1w
g Ve
o
K-
K
et
Oy
© T
[
QO —7
0 LD
of e
Nl >
A) RN
(33 O
4] -0
v . 8!
-t '
LR ]
o a3
o -3
o [ 0 Y .
s z o @ ~~
o 0 Y
¥ —. . .
ot Q O o
v a3 + -~
© W) s 0
(SN O .
. e (S ?
[$1 (o] [ 21 t 3
1 P Yy O
)] v, g T3 [T gt i3
I s [V} [} -t et A2 .
e k4 (3] B3 O [0} e
A [ RS «Q 9 3
4 ry [ (¥} - £! ﬁd . O
[ - . i :
{. ..M 3] O a g b .
) (%] 1) 'y Y] . [$ 3] I3 M
¢ [ D nv\w —t i .«_ 7] Re] «
3 ] z Mw g5 (%) .
0 {: woow it - Vi 3]
tee ay a) O 1 N (73] ey mu €
0 g 0 | J 9 b g
. %] ot ol t) n ot I 2]
4 o L, W
) 38 fo f. -4 u o SRV e 2]
o 1 Y o Mv X E) XN " 1
2] 9 (¢} Ll (5} ] .-t (R «m 0
'K ¥ o 4 [ i L U 0 . -
..M v 0 ) .“ .a. 4 J ) Q
) { K2 . [§ iRl . I H (L]
- SN “\w 5 e - - 2y « -
rt ) . - ey &1 Ye "4 nw -t t) vy iz [ '3
[} i u V] ~ [y « : b [ af @ e [+
“y e 4 G4 . - BX] SN, i 1w .% > g
A O . i B Y [ U I : pn "
) 4] " ) d) LY - - € O w H -
. oo N H R T 1] Q. - o ! b % [EEY)
4o (R | v 0 0 v NS R R ]
o ¢ Y re C (3] 4 Q Q ‘ 1 (¥ ar
[} ‘e ts x K v e b BH ’H b 0 9] € N
I ] I Yy 1 J oo = @t be wt gt -
U [ : 7 0 w  n ) @ 1 [ V) [ [ 9 ¢! 19
3 e oo vy u v, '$ H I} « oo o o, [+ w
s ol - 2} «! t S ad ] --‘M o . >, .- vau € .4 QO
42 [ S ] thon 1 IH 3 L) L] o 4 [ et @ £ Y
€@ ) ') 2 o . ‘ T & T T ¢ ' 9 [} 5]
R L LA ¢ [ : & [E 'HEE, g
@ g Ve | TR TR V1 g } 3w PR [ Y ry
[E I S y 0 W o [V SR & IS g y R “ o
(%) o L B g ~ V.ﬁ 1 3 1 Hm -4 i .M. a by “ of
T3 v .- U Ly y 7 M oy " ue 4 ol 1 K v @ .“
of O [P ] 1] ws tn tn IO e T _fw BofE ' '
o~ 0 v " re i 1 1 q} Q L) ] . ) 0n o -3
4 3 X =~ [ T 1 th W w0, o 4 H 9 Lwie M ”n O
B T oo 0 4 w0 L -
a Te [ Y ) ol L A1 pethe . w .
s “. W -1 £t (3] (0] .b 3
M el . bS] et . . . . . . . . . . . . ot [T e dr
%) 4 M ¥ rt ot "y .1 "y Y3} [] (25} ™ (&) v q Yy ) [ .t KN
Q § Ly "t mm.ns re -4 ot vt r 5] (9]
[ ) M* e (3] LR} . (3] e ] n
1 : 0 ool 4 5 § o "
[ o " LT al o a Jot o 4 ow o
. . ) “ e vy i mm t) g} 2 e
M 2] o [3 BN E AN S i H [ I ST 13 B | [$
1 e a U Yt Q)N (%) . u
v} " " " ) ') ' o 0. O - ¥] a@ t
-t 4 et Y £
0 ot L) "y oy [} [} o, . HTi n [U
.- i ba
o O [S I TR
- [ [ mu (23
a . Q. (V] I
2 b wy "y 1

PAruntext provided by eric

ER]



-

AaY This feneris, TTe I2tegcr

e, P SR N -~
wWay whis tuilding?

BEV

| g1 <}

s amle alac='mathame.'a A
o A EPReSc I PIICIRIE: o= o bet

-

o
ERIC




fropeioie) hugtal

cTior Slacement

e e 134 -t -~ - - - — e e -1 -
! N0 tuilding Zhanmfe, move o 2 ToTe rtestTiciive class
——— o teit 3l L . - . — s -

Yo Tuilding chgnge, mOVE o 2 1255 rasiriciive class
Dnand LU SN 5 - ~ ol den amey P
. Q9 2L LiQIng Ognee, £.3S3 Zange = Te
—— : [ H : <. -

OO ZlEnge D T2STTLoILVeness

—
- P had - - - —— e o o

3uzliing thamze, TOVe T 3 TCTe TeITTiflive envirthment

2uilding Thonge. TSV I g o l9ss TISTTICIIve fnvirtrment

.- 0

.- -




Will child e provided with cprormzmities for interacticn with the nen-handicarmed?

PREDAEEPRe §

' '
‘———

; > Te
! i Attends veguizr school, regular class ail doy

i

i __i~tvends regular school, part of day {n reguiir class

t

k i . ~tende cemelcg scheel, not in aay regular educssien classes btut in huilding wizh nen-

2 TITRG TESTS

s special school on campus with a regular scheool, not in oy regular edusaticn
i A non-handicapped pests for part of scheotr day

Al
.
fal

| ]

Attends specisl school (secarste campus) tut with nenehzndicarred oeers fer pare of
B T = 5 &

|

Attenus residantial schocl (Specify coportmmities for interaction:

! N .
——— TOT™ What?

. Aczdemdic subiects, zil |t Luach, resce<s, oT ass obly .
avm— - ——
e - . S — . - . LRSI

i TAcademic subjects, scm2 C Extra-coricuizr activities
_ S

T e _

i [ P i

N —

‘[‘—“ ‘3,(1‘»1: - { ;

i ! Physical educotion -

cm i i . . s ve s - - P Lo . L e TED G -
42 WS moThmTLICn IS ot gvaillialie thrsugh coservaticn, elicit o TOMCT LNtsIView aXTET U =Y S d.eve;cpec..

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



LEA Data Sheet

Source
Iez+a Name of LEA .
Total Population®* | urban
Fanic Breakdown ] suburban
5 Blawg ] rural . -
% mispan.c
% ( ner Minority
5 Nen-Minority
Per (CaTta income:

°

Schnol-age Populacion (ages 6-18)

How meny st ients participated in special education and related services?
[Use data supmitted t. SEA for APP applicatica.) Complete attached Table 3.
Number of:

Zlementar Scheols o

unior/Middle Schools _

Higk Scheols

Sreciezl Scheuls

{atzach names of schools in each category.)

iverage Daily “nrollment (Regular Education)

:

v ittendance (Regular Education)

-~age Daily Enrollment (Special Educatior)

Average Daily Attendance (Special Education)

(How are these Zigures computed, e.g., is there double counting?]

is o Jemuar 1370 the mumber of out-oi-district special education ‘

-

“mmer oF gut-of-district students provided special education and related
samsizas within this district (spend over 30% of tiieir day in vour LEA's
=TogTams,

laSa- =5 —ost vecent data available for all guesticns.

ERIC
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Most Commonly Used Non-District Placements

. Sour

P -~ T .
i \ 0 l ‘, Remaining 1{
: l = | Placements ‘
| s Q. Available
] o~

o | & . .

S e Handicapped | Number o
Non-district | > | & | Population Currently o =El a2
! Prog i ~ | 5 lzced ol o | 3 c =
{rroaram (Name) & Served Plzzed 2|2 | BE &S

i
g

! 4

)
1%
.

Ave there any ertra-district ag2ements operating?

I Yes w

e —

——— > Their natw »? (with whom, for what number of children, etc.)

ERIC
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Children Served in Different Placement Options:
(Complete Table 4}

Special Education Stafi:
(Corplete Tables 24, 2B, and 2C)

o

ERIC
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LEA Finance

Local district expenditure for regular education:

-
. <

Local district expenditure for special education:

6-17 vears

3-5 wvears 6-17 vears 18-21 vears
State ‘N\“\\\~\\\\\\
Local ™~
Federal -
.|Qther
Total

18-21 years

State

3-5 years

Local

Federal

e state reimbursement
vpes of placement?

N
¥
2

’

system carryv incentives or disincentives for

Sou



O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

ILEA Placement Policies

(To the maximm extent possible, this form is to be completed based on written
materials requested from the LEA. Gaps will be filled through verification/
clarification questions addressed to the Director of Special Education, the
Placement Coordinator or a representative.)

Materials requested:

)
e = -
) =
] -~ > 9
> S L
- =D n
job) oY Voo
S =D g%
[o?] Ko OO0
=~ =7 Z
L Manuals detailing placement procedures
| | | | | Placement Memos
1 1 [ | Forms used in placement process
™1 7 1 [ ] Training manuals related to placement
™1 1 [ Evaluation reports examining placement
LEA program plan (submitted to SEA)

[N
|
1L

Other (specify)

L

L

What has been the history of Specizl Education placement policies in the
district?

Source



Sout
Does LEA have a written LRE policy statement? (distinct from the state's)

i Yes 1 No
Does LEA have a written definition of LRE?

i Yes __| No
i

.
> What is iz?

Does the LEA have written placement precedures? ‘
Yes

Ne \i

i
k If yes, who has access to ccpies of these
‘ nroceduzes?

|

i

—
=
c
[ = e
i = e
t - H
1 . I
- f . |
TS |
[P T
| =

a~

e Special Education Adm’nistrative/
non-t .aching staff

|
;
i
' - ] : ©4 . T
1 ' | All Special Educa” .on starz ;
-— m—— e ?
| :
¥ 771 Regular tducaticr taff |
! —— :
“ '
| — 1 1 Parents |
| ——— SR I
i S Others (spec: L N ) g
| ',
| o , T a
\ —317 10, how are ple.Ix® L procedures comnicarted. i
|
T In-service trairing 3
. Informallvy l
T Other [sueciTy) !
—_ |
f

ERIC |
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\eTe available z - 7'.ten list of LEA placement options?

— .
 Yes L

acement options organized and delivered consistent with

L— 5 Are thess ~la
a contii.. . of services model?
LS 1 No
Who is responsi~.e for follow-up on a case after a placement decision is
made?

feer placement)}?

~sriztens<z of a placement evaluated (after

ftan are placs wnt decisions reviewed?

Acw or:ta

student re-evaluated?

~ . - -

How oIt . &

the LZA Wodl-weA existing placements in any way over the last se.:ral
he LEA have resources to modify its existing placements?

Source

Has ¢
yed*t? Dces t
(- ... adding teacher aids, moving classes, etc.]
yithin e LZA are nlacement policies aetenn;nea centrally or doss each
regicn/school estatblish its own procedures?
O
LR,

ERIC
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Student participation

Sourc
Toes LEA have written policies on the following? If so, what are they?

Parent participation

Zxtra-district placement

Private placement

Criteria to be used in evaluating options

Providing cpportumities fcr interaction with non-handicapped {(apart
rom LRE statements) ;

Critaria for mcve to less restrictive envirorment

-

Tavolvement of medical cersomnel i

O

ERIC R |

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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Written policy on:

Transfer students (temporary placemsnt:

Criteria for eligibility for handicapp:

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



Source

.tions
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Are advocacy or parent groups CONCerne th handicapped children active
in the LEA? Which groups and whose ini. .ests dc they represent?

Are professional groups active in the LEA? Have they influenced the
‘avelopment of placement pclicies? How?

“oes the LEA consider any of its practices particularly good or atypical?




Source
what is the historv of Advecacy or Parent Groups working for special

ladk

. . - 5
eCucation reIorn!

How have professional groups influenced the cavelopment of special educaticn

noliries in the state?

Py

/

\

\
)

N

ERIC
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Attach or draw a flowchart outlining the sequence of placement procedures
within the district. [(See examrle which follows.) Include if aveilable, time
T -

ith
larse between m-etings, total time allocationm, ti.2 orf meetings, etc.

o

ERIC
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EXAMPLE OF PLACEMENT PROCEDURES FLOWCHART

Referral to \
i
i

Rerferral to
Special

al

ERIC 27

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



Coas

o e st e presented/comie

S iy the e used 10 the LEA) D the veserral-o-placement process. lescribe 165 parose,
' 4 for the meeting and specify any stancing COMRITIee Hetlbers

Prmose mfomasion hemhers

- —————— — S ——————
—— . e
]
—
y
“‘

Source(s)
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. . . . e s e v C e -

Attach or draw zn organization chart which reflects the speclal educaticn

PP s T Sarm i A mmtane Ty =T 3 = B SrhA- T b = e .

séministrative hierarchy within the LEA. Also incicate the relaticnsalp between
M 3 3 3 ~5 P T s

regiiar 2cucaticon and speciazl ecuCatich.

Scurce:
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MINITORING

v G Amman =ma TTA® »

.y - .
. —TLT —=ar
R R O ~Cw QITSTL.

1)
O
M
Ui
oy
¢
|92
1
[J

Toes the SEA avaluste the LEA with respect
17 ves, whit criteriz does the SEA use?

to the LRE provision of the Law?

4

Te . P - =
Is znvone 1n the Lo

A
“ow often? What crit

eria are used?

responsible for monitoring Dplacement procedures? Who?

Sou
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corsider

good plzcement practices?

T;'v'.h}’ ?

rat has f.cilitated goot plzcement practice
any actions such (3 “:Lhn*ca4 essistaance
nxg,v:t . wh ' 1 have been helpfuls

S.ate tzken
for special

——— e+ —

£ legal acuxvit- relzced to

nat 18 The n1sToTY
2

cantested educaticnal

- —— e -7 —~ - = ~ - N ~ b L m armAa?
Sew —aTyv Siacsment  2cisicns nave beer g, .ea&lied this vear”
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Since 18767
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“ave the zpseals conceriel privete placement.
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SEA Data Fom Sourt

Stats

TAaso Dampiliatiar Tl

ToTzl Populiatios

- - -~ - ’ - “ Y
School-age Popu.aticn ages ©-18)

3 - S b ol e l - o =
J in soecial ecducation and releted services” !

d
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vt
¥
B
o
1
o)
o
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W
c
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ot
wi
Ly
wn
ot
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ct
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IEis and Intermediate Units which provide special educztiion and

Average Daily Enrollment (Regular E ucation)

Average Daily Attendznce (Regular Ecucation)

Average Dailv Enrollment (Special Education

Average Daily Attendance (Special Ecucation) n

“ow manv 89-313 oroject-based programs are in operaticn within the state?

. s
:]v Retardec

Leztning DJisabled

[Q¥

- . wqL s .
“noticnally Distute
—~— R . . !
Cther —mealtn Lmpalred i

TR0

e

I~ T ——— 5
edicallv Impaired
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fuy o) PO oy ~" -
Jsfsr 5 most recent data availaple for 2.l guestions.
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15 =he Aimding formula used to —eimburse local districts ZoT special

Spas the reimpursement system carry alY incantives or disincentives for
cartain types of placement? |
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To the maximum extent Sossible, existing States Education Agency cocuments,
such as training menusl., monitoring and reporting forms, procedural guide-
Tines and c.aTiication memoranda, and the AMS lontent Analvsis of Annual
Srogram Plans will be used to determine th required infowmation. When ther2
{3 missing information, a follow-up ImleTview will be conducted with the 5
Stzte Director of Specizl Zducz~ion ¢T other spnropria.e SEA steffl]
:
STATE 2LASMENT PCLICIES )
l
%
what has been .. nlstory of Special Education plalement “oLlciss within the
Stata? '

ate lzw con~2in a provision similar to the LRE provisich of
Iy ‘ ong has it been iIn effect?

g

—iceia Environment component of the law effected statle

O

ERIC
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»Wnho conducts monitering site VisLTsY
Sl -~} o < i Ta=? -
(Team mzmbers? - SpeclIv roles):

Tl ey ag 3 P L e
InHew often are monitorzilg S1T€ VISILS

conducted?

“ow Jees -he SEA svaluate the LEA in temms o= meeting the LRE provision?

‘Include criteria specified.)

not 7eet =vzluation requiremsnts?

fas

O
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4 Source
Do state docurents include procedures (required or recommendec) for

evaluating the appropriateness of a student's placement? (After the
student is placed)

] Yo __] Yes

———> What are the procedures?

L > List the criteria

Cor
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TRAINING AND TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE

-

Does the state provide T/TA related to determination oI educaticnal
placement?

1 Yo (] Yes

;>How are LEA needs determined?

What is the history of Trzining and Technical Assistance related to 3Special
Education placement sponsored by the SEA?

What type of arrangements exist for provision of T/TA services? What
institutions or individuals usually provide T/TA to LEAs? (Roles):

How often has T/TA related to LRE been provided?

Q -~y
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Who have been the recipients ¢f the T/TA? How were they selected?

ADDITIONAL CONCERNS

What are barriers to placement in the least restrictive enviromment
appropriate?

what factors facilitate educational placement in the least restrictive
environment appropriate? :

what is the historv of legal activity related to contested educational
nlacements for handicapped students?

ERIC
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imprassicon. The mn%s

tstanding thing to me was the stafr that w2 wers working w~itnp, wha”

-

u
they were extremely dadicatad. They weren't necessarily alsays cling ine

-

rignt thing, but they always meant w2ll. And they were 2lso extreme.y
hs

overworked. And I think that's getting in the way of some of the intant

of the law. They're just unable to accommodate -- {inaudible).

My state has, I would guess, a continuum. It seems to have availabie
somewhere in the area everything that's listed on the BEH chert.

3ut they tended to do -- or at least as we saw, there tended to be 2
1ig= of resource ser., .2S. That seems to be cne of their favorite ways

of accommodating students.

3ecause the districts are very cleose together, the large and the
small district farm out -- the medium and the small districts farm out to
the large district. And within the large district, they have four
special public day schools, several of which are on regular school
campus. Although there is no inter-action between such & school and the

regular school.

They could look and see them, but they really don't se2m to have made

effort to gat together. Special schools are for seriously invoived
-nildren. A lot of multipie handicaps. seriously physically involved end

a etarded. And they're strapped into their chalrs and everything

=3
[$0]
2
m ct
.
—
«
-~

se. So it would be quite an effort to get them invoived.

=

They're very seriously involved xids, tut tngy did put them on the

aus 1ike the other kids.

Ms. : Do they come on the regular busses with them?
Ms. : No, thay nave their own special busses. |

Ms . : Don't 2at lunches or anything?

Ms. : No, (inaudihle). Wnich seems sort of a waste of

construction and architecture, bSut that's the way it was set up. For

acement decisions, my impression was that the decisions ar2 not made at

e units. That somecne, generz 1y the asycholcgist or presumaciy an LD

z

C.2

()1)
R

-~

O
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resource teacher wno would pe re-eiving tne child had made the cecisieon
57 waerz Zhe caild ougnt to be. And when they got to the meating that

The way net tne proceduras seemed to go in genaral, ther:s wo
what they calied 2 cnild study team. And that was Just & distric
{inaudidle) ganerally the school Suilding staff. That was psychologists,

s
maybe nurses, teachers, {inaudible), principles, sometimes the Jirector
of special ed. And they'd sit down and discuss the evaluation resuylt

[74)

And tnis mesting's main purpose, I think was to get all togenher and
try and decide where the child shouid go. Generally there was oné person
wno said, I tnink you ought to come to my ciass or ne ought TC 3C ¢
so-and-so's class, and they would for the most part agree. Tnen Tre

narents would Se brought in, sither that same day, or they'd open t.e

(98

oors and tne parentis would come in or they'd arrange for a mestiag 2
weex later. By that time, they nad & united front as to what they ~Inted

to tell the parents. And that's the way the meeting would procsed.

There was very little disagreement within the meetings tnat we Saw.

And although the parents pariicipated & lot, it was generally, they would

(873

sk the parents a lot guestions about tne cild, and growing up and
developmental things. And a lot of times -- it was really irrelevant.

.

Mr. : That was atter tre cacision was made?

NER : In their heads. Tney hadn't necessarily presented
i+, But I think one of the strategies that was used -- [ saw it 2 lot,
where they would spend a lot of time talking about what was wreng witn
the child, in a very nice way, and trying to find where the ¢nild's
strong points were. But they spent a lot of time talking about what was

srong with the child. And it wasn't until rignt til the very end cf the

-
\
‘

-

meeting, they'd be getting all this informetion from the parenis. on a
the test information and various other people and what they knew, tha%

tney'd say, "and we think the child ougnt to go here.®
And I think wnat happens is that the parent who doesn't KnoOw spacia

S
2pl2 n the scnoot district, and s 2

—t.

=d, doesn't <now ~nat's avz

]

c
(&9

%

PaN
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y semi-cepressad about the oroglems with the cn 1d, is so gratefu
s somedody presentiang a sclution that they immediate
ution seemed fo0 o0& 2poropriate.  IoZon't think The

anyThing wrong with i, but the parent was not 2 decisicn maker Dy any

Ms. : (Regarding presention of information effort) 0id thay
try and use that as a rationale tc tie it in to why they were suggesting
that option?

Ms. : Yes, it was mor2 like that. The Guestion on relating
test results o programming rarely came up. It was Just not that

ere. 1%t was just sort of -- they'd shuffle some papers and say,

T

cisarcut. Tney never said, nere is the result and therefore we should co
S h
okay, now, we -hink we nave a placement if you'll sign this we'll put the

cnild in the resource canter.

Sometimes a parent would ask some questions about what kind of
orogram the child snould be in. But they always agreed, or nearly always
agread. And I think the way it's presented, it just made a iot of

14

sense. Tne other aspect of it is that the parent just doesn't Kriow.
st

They seam to have Diind faitn in the school system, they were thz

tnat
experts, they knew what to do, and -- so thersfore accepted wnat was said.

T “nink tnat thera were only two occas’® ns when we saw any parent
disagresing with the placement, and they were very unusual cases, soth of
tnem. One of them wanted -- the parent wanted a more restrictive
snvironment and the other one wanted a Jess restrictive, but cost

implications were also involved. .It's that one that gets defiant.
As far as LRS is concerned, it sesmed to me -- it rarely czme uD,
s3, unless they were exdlaining our praference.
{Simultanecus discussion -- unint21ligid
Yo, no, we canceliad that one out. It came up once, again where tne
n 1

sarant nag disagread witn the placement. unfortu ¥, With our
n 52

-3

sation we couid not use the cass. B3ut the district

[}
.‘—)

.\
J
-
.
)

(
I
IS
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sne wanted 2 1esss restrictive snvironment. ARl Tngreg w2 were, and tnat s
1Cw 1T lame up.
Ve e - ~ = - Y, 2 -t - T 5 - -~ - -~ - ~ - - P
Witncut overtiy Ta:<ing 3204t Kz, it sgened T3 Clme QuT 3s 22108 14

~~oximity to the home schocl. That seesmed %0 be wnars thzir afforts wers
i e

ying, iT tner em Wwitn where the chiid might be D

'

c
they always tried to gzt it in the home school or the school ciosest o
Jnere they child lived. For the milder cases, that impiied

[

y in the junicr high-nigh schocl

saw, where it was implicit tnat the chiid would mainstream, so that was
never discusssd, oresu e
jean -- and most of these cases were raviaw cases -- the ¢hild had been

in the scnocl Tor a year Or SoO.

e
and J2t's make surs that the child does nhave PE wita the regu

T

f comes with tne resource raoom.

(md
RS (@}

that psychologists and the nurses szemed to De
+

n

nsarticipants -- we noticed
ost frequent participants. The aurse's information was 2

5F neither here nor there unless it was a physical probiem. And also it

t

seemed to be extremely tedicus. And you got the pirth nhistory and wne

ad o3

pe)
[27]
L
<
(@}
S
[at]

ot

just never went zuywnere. She just sat there and 004

ne pnychologist generally had a lot more to do with it because he'd

-
I
.

dons the svaluazions. Then -- we also found that LD teachers and the
r al atiended witnh scme frequency. The principal was often not a
ig help to the placement. He just sat in or the mesting was in nis

0ffice. LD t2achers -- which would be the resource room, who were doing
d

yer. good job, fraguently became the chairnerson of the meating, and
#ould go out znd do the 1ZP, etc.
I tnink one of “he malior obstaclas in implamenting the iaw was the
orchiam of parant participation. Some of the schocls, some of the

e P Y = ~ ) 4 R - s Pog
213Lricts, nave & mucn o2Tter oime OF Gl
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had been included all azicng. There were sevaral places whers

tnat was tn2 major stumbling I ock, that tney woul 1d not procsed witn the
7eeting unless parants attended. And they wouldn't show up, they'd
forgat about the meeting, they'd come late, they'd come garly And it
#as a major problem in one of the schoois.

Wnat naspens then is tnat things are Jjust ceferrad.
come in far revisw, it's bzen up Tor a while, and they just xesp waiting
and waiting. They s2t up anotner meeting for next week, anc the parant
doesn't show up. Tney remind the parent, and they say they're coming and

tney Torgat.

tnink it might have something to do with the socioeconomic status

4

|1-to-do areas

L

..1

£ the dist~ict. It sesms to be in the more we parent

(@)

(&)

he
articinatad a lot. But some of them came to hav2 a nistory of paren

T

S =
1T,

O

involvement. I tnink the smalier districts nad a much better time
secause the schools were right in the neighborhood, the parents were used
t0 coming to the school. The school sent notes home with the children,

reminding them. They called tne

'U

ts, they xnew approximataiy where
sh2 parents lived, they'd go out to tr2 parents’ house to do the IEP
tnat kind of thing. |
One of tne problems that came to recccur that aliso was sort of an

obstacle to nlacement was that the district staff would get together to
aiscuss the evaluation results of the child study tzam and tney would
ciscover tnat they still didn't have enougn information. And some of
tnem would say they'd be 2valuating the child for possible speech

oclems of psychological problems and they'd say, well, they seemad i
nave hearing troubles, too, did anybody check that. And they'd say, on,
Ty goodness, well, we'd better Tind out if the cnild is hearing-impairec.

1

And so off we'd go for another couple of weeks until they can get tne

Q

; - -
Jaranis ¢

tak2 the caild to a nhearing evaiuation.

T'm not sure wnose fauli it is and whet's the best way te rescive that.
Zut it would seem like there needs to be some <ind of meeting before ine

-

=nild is rafarred, and they lay out 2xactly everything that needs to e
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[ am+ m el SR | P T 3 : R
K TO meet again untli 2veryining s 'noand

C
2 aszact 1§ Caeckeu out. But that nas tne evveCt o7

Tney're stiil trying 0 daterming Ihe exient of tne osroblem.

Ms. How did they decide what asssssments 0 Co Tor Ine
cniia?

Ms. : Prasumably the osychologist, but the psycnologist can
nave a v cus 2gain obviously on what ne wants, ana if, say,

- ~n -
Lng Jeve

gathersd ait Lthe :ime, which is freguent,
= b ~
ol

¢t
cr
oy
[¢]
@]

n
maybe you don't know until you ses the developmentai tna

some problem that they hacn't besn aware of and then that nas to oe

cnecxsd out.

ome of the most seriously invoived

-
[¢]
[e0)

S
tion is a very difficuit tning to do. Ther2 2

<

a

2s whare the child is very withdrawn and shy and wcuid take
with the psychologist or wnoever is coing the

, just to gain enough confidence or enough clues from t

understand when they're respending. So that was -- the

ct
(@]
L
<
4]

b

yation orocess ssemed t0 De very time-consuming, and maybe not most

eTficientiy dore.

-t

was tninking about the diffarences between the three districts.

12 large district has ai

s
cr

n

(D

probiems that any urban school district
wOuid nava. Tney've got too many xids, not enough staff
2lements, wnai nave you.

One of the tnings that seemed to nappen in the larger dictricis is
tnat they nave an awful lot of people at the placement meslings. wnen

you get up to, like, 12 or 14 people sitting around the room, they had

LL

istrict reprasentatives who didn't know the cniid, wh
monitor the mesZing and Fi11 out a form Just for the dis
i 2 managers but they never werked it that way.

he sest thing they could do is fo nominally chair the me2ting,



O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

trict's records, and tnen the receiving

T t0 arrange their Qwn transt-

were very awkward. Anc [ Te

S S

for “he parents, although it didn't seem to avfect thnem that mucn. 3Zut
frequently people there nad notning to contributa, so they'd just sit
there for a 45-minute meating and having 2all those strange faces staring
at you while you re discussing a child's probliems would put me off if I
~era 3 parent, although it didn't seem to have adverse effacts on the
parants who were at those meestings.

5

So maybe it isn't of consequence. The large district also tended to

~

get the most severe cases frcm the other two districts, were freguently
placing cnildran in special schools, private schools, in the CP clinic
varigus other arrangements that weren't usual. And we noticed a sort of
general Tack of finding information about those receiving schcols. S0 a
1ot of Lime would be taken up saying, well, I think that that's only a
nalfday session. And then the otner person would say, no, but I think

S

you can go in the afterncon. Well, the parent wouldn't want tne cnild

tners for a full ;eriod of the school day -- lot of unnecessary time is

fu

nat was actually offarad in the school, or they would

‘N
ensus about wnhat was offered and then say they don't

it takes time. I think one of the rzasons why ti

-

n
ge was because they triad to get re
t, but that didn't always werk. An
got pecple that ended up not being -- not participating at all. And you

nad axtra oadies in the room.
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N No, 1t's 1 0
Tevals.

Mr. Yes, Jut you

Ms. Xignt, Tnat
jealing ~izh the child.

Mr, And that is

-~ S = -

=2vaiyations ne2d 0 D
- -~ - - o~ < =
are gonz, a&nc wnzn <

wan
, S
ild

-~ =~ - PR | Tl = ) (S A A AsaS A
1&-SNCT CE1l. They Z7gn'T nive ZiTTarIn.
dc nave 2 Cn STuCy T2am.

PO T N - - 4 R T PR
$ usuaiiy tne dmmediate stary Lnil 2ire

hl 4 PR
ot a placement me=ting?
H . PRV =S [N

vy, no. But it's where 1 Ineir minds

maka scme decisions ¢n what
e that. Those 2viiuations
cement meeting, is wnat

corractt
¥s. : No, then after the evdluation is done, then they nave
-~ - - < - W1k .
: cnilc stucy mesting to discuss the rasults.

M3, Tnat's tne first child study meeting cn the case.

s, ~hare caems to be no official mesting from referrzal o
sy2lu3i%ian.  Tne osychologist gets the referral, they loox it over, n°
S2y sucn-ang-sucn test snou’d e cone.

. You probzbly talk to the teacher, rigni?

Hs. : Vas, you may -- 2itner taix to tne t2acner or run inl0
-ne LD tzzcher and sav, iisten, do you want to faka the Xid into your
-%2ss for a couple of nours a day and opserve nim?

Mr. : Ckay, now, this is a ¢hild study team meeting. IS
thas an official placament me2ting?

4S . : well. it is in the sens2 that tne school disirilt
discussas placement and evaluaticn rasuits. It isn't in the sa2ns2 that
tna sarent isn't there and Zoesn't sign of T on it. They aon'l Cfonstler
57 ome.t officialily done until tne parent Signs oif.

O



Mr. : I'm still trying to get some clarification. Is this a
meeting that takes place normally in the local school, the schooi-basgd

mestling, maybe witha a faw district representatives, but it's generzily &

smell meeting? Then they have another meeting where they invite the

Ms. p Wwell, it now gets tricky because there's a difference
between .she two districts. The medium district - they'll nave another
meeting and tne parent will come,

Mr. : Now, is this still a school-based thing or is this a
cistrict-wide thning?

Ms. : It's all school based, it always is. They'ra always
2 in either fhe cnild's present school or receiving school. It's
Tly the child's special school. And all that really happans is,

different peopie come in. And then it becomes an official

.
meeting, whetner it's the same day -- we've been to meetings where

of
o
4]

czrenis are out in the hall cooling their heels until they're done
Z37<ing and tnen they invite the parents in.

Ms. : D0 the district people always come?

Hs. : In tne large district, the district peopls did. Tney

‘,o =aachers who would come, and they 'iers the ones that sort

°f z3t the fning organized, and had their district forms filled out -
xn2T tney 2id z 4 what they talked about.
e Yes, but you were talking then abdbout these large

zistrict meszings whare you're afraid that the parents may or may not be
‘n-=imidated v the Fact thet there were so many people there. That is
s3t an expansion of another child study team me2ting. . .

parss

«Q

“s. : Semetimes, buit not always. 3Secause of the number
arge district, they tended to Just me2t once.
in, it would 52 2 small -- an informal kind of decision that

s.ic Se mace, orior to tha mesiting. Obviously, because they were

2:7ing tTne sotentizlly receiving schocl somebcdy has thcught 2bout where
.20
-~ .
o S EEy

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



tne child sauuid go. And where they seem to start was always the home
school, or if the cnild were very severely involved, the special schcol

tnat was closesi to the child's home.

Ms. : were they {special schools) arranged categoricaiiy or
by severity levai?

Ms. : They were categorical. In fact, they were ail MR.
And then they'd nave a whole range, and they had age cutoffs.

Ms. : So if you were severe, you had to be MR. What adtout

smotionally impaired kids do they go to MR nlacements?

Ms. : Na. There was one ED that was our orientation

w

ayer

(]
ct

n
bsarvation and that was one where they w

0 ere having problems with private
slacement at other schoois.

Ms. : what about the physically handicapped? Did they all
co Lo MR?

Ms. : I they were severely invoived, they had a caysically
nandicapped ciass in the special school.

s : what about deaf and 01ind?

Ms. : Presumaply they don't have zny. There is a stais
schcol For the deaf and blind. We never nad any cases.

Mr. : Healthy environment?

N : Yes. I imagine wnat nappens is that tnose parents of
dea® and 5lind cnildren know their children are deaf and 51ind at an
sarly age, and off they go to the school.

Ms. : we can look at the P.L. S4-142 plan and se2 what

e
cztagorias of nandicap ere served. Sese if they have their deaf, blind

~2c2iving scnocl and dring in the rzoziving peoplie.  Was that decisicn
made ia 2ny tyoe oF 2 formal sefiling -- TNaT was mOve than in the n3ii
Tyoe CnattaEr?
Jay
\)‘ A 1," ‘ﬁ)
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Ms. : Un-hun, right. Say, now, next year the cnhild is --
cne 0f the casas was a preschool child, who nad been in the CP foundation
Secause they have a preschool program and he was going to the first
grade. So they obviously knew the child was going to be leaving the
schocl, and what they did then was hone in on the school closest to whare
the child lived that was appropriate for the degree of involvement the
cnild had. Tnat seemed be no major problem; they didn't have 350
schools to choose from '

Ms. : So it was just sort of automatic.

Ms. : Yes. And that seemed to be happening all the way
through.

Mr. : would the large district go to a large team meeting,
aven i7 they only wisted to place the cnild part -ime in a resource room?

As. : No, they wouldn't have that many pedpie. It would de

tné mére severa casas.

n

M

district person wasn't a particularly pradominant person. They
in fact tended to be in the background, they didn't know the caild. If
“ney participated at all, it was more to just facilitate the meeting:

“vaw we neard the develcomental information the social worker gave us,

ited their

Q.

come
Tat's go <0 the sight avaluation.” And people just sort of wa
ed on. Tnat seemed to be the genaral trend.

4
|

ot
[€
73
o
o
3

til they were cal

At tnat meeting there was a principai cf 2 receiving school and tine

ootential receiving teacher of MR students. And they were just there 0

1<

sort of snow and tel1l. Like, "tell us what the school is lixe and whnere

(D

Jou think the cnild mignt go and what xind of program you'd provice."
Tor tne most oart, these people knew each other. The supportive teacher

q

i e around a jot, always on a superficial level but they krew who

—_

zne people were and so it was always extreamely well -- the state was

Ms. : How did tney xnow whether there was &nough room or an

E l{lC S
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s, : when that came up thers was a district liaison person
wnose sole job it was to help make connections with public schoois and in
sne othsr scnocls the caild nad gone to. So presumadbly part of the job
~ould be to know wnhat other schools wers offered. But perhaps the level
o7 information that they wanted was so specific that she gave the name ot
the school and in general what they did, having no way of being able to
say the cnild gets out at 2:00 in the afterncon or 2:30 and it bus
transportation could be arranged; then that person should be the one that
knew, and sne didn't. And a lot of it would be word of mouth. In one
particular meeting, they spent a good 20 minutes discussing where the
school was located.

Ms. : Wer2 the parents there at that meeting?

ct

ctr

Ms | : Yes. There «as one where -- tachnically the parent

[$7]

43S an aunt who had -aken the child, wnho was the officiai guardian. It
~as very amusing circumstance, because sh2 was vary involved in the whcle
tning, had gone out to the school, had taken a tour, nhad looxked at the
ciasses, had watched the children in the classes. And she was nct going
£o be bulldozsd by these people who themselves couldn't decide. Thal was
one of the Tew times where tnere was disagreement between the starf, and

tnat was~the main reason we were brought in.

Mg, : How many options -- 'did you sas cases where, 1ike, Two

or thra22 ootions were considered, or was it generally a one- option --
Ms. : Generally it was -- a one opticn thing.

Ms. : Sc you wouldn't nave had a ciash belween > more
restrictive and 2 less restrictive --

Ms. : No. We did get cne, not --" just tne reverse OF wha:
Jou'rs saying, though, where the nome scneol, the child was
Tinguage-impared, and tne home schooi was wnere tne child was currz
And they &idn't feel like they ned 3 proper program.
more axtansise work. S0 that, the and rasuli wsas that the chiid was

J0ing ta3 transfer across town to tne slace where there was the one ¢
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at ner age leval. And that sort of brings up gquestions of availadpiliuy.
tnink of a case where a more resirictive environment was

Ms. : Any indication of any private schocls of whether they
used tnem a iot?
Ms. : They nad some, but because the big district nas four

special pubiic day schools, that seems tc taxe care 0. that. Most

orivate facilities were psychiatric --

Ms. : Seriously emotionally disturbed?
Ms. : Yes. There was one -- there was a public facility for
amotionally distursed cnildren, so we did see on» seriously involved case

tnat w~as there. That was in connection with the state school board.

S

emotionally disturbed cnildren, but it was public.
Mr. : I T could just follow up on my guestion, do-you have

any feeling in this as to whether or not they would place the student in

=

3 more resitricted envirconment because it is closer to home?

ds. : NC.
Mr, : You have any feeling, or no, they wouid not?
Ms. : 3eczuse normally the child nas to start somewhers, anc

tnat would be 2 ncme schcol, which would te the closest. And nat would
se cefinitaly within a narrow radius of where the cniid Tives. 3But even
if tnere were a special school, that would probably be eguivalent

distances, and they would go to the Tess restricted scheol.

in tne clisnt's issue [ noticed availability c¢id coms up on
occasion. Tney'd say ro, we con't have any opanings, or the
saacher ~ould say, 1 only work wita children on that intensive a basis i
v're nearing impaired, this cnild is not hearing impaired ar spesch

et

I can't werk wWitn nim.



They did nave some overioad probiems, especially in the LD and
language cliasses. They never discussed creating more gptions. Tnere was
scme give and take on now mucn time a chiid might be in a resource ~00m.
That was sort of the extent of xind of working with continuing «ithin

options.

Cost came up on one Or two occasions. Tnerg was some cuestion of
wnether psychoicgical counselling should be paid for by the school.
well, there wasn't any guestion. They assumed that the schocl did not
mandie that cost, and the parent accepted that. And they did navsz
guestions about wnetner the school, in anothe% case, would pay for PT.

The scnool was not sure whether they were responsible or not.

and then tnhe last client!

that it took SO the

c

svaluation data combinred with ihe parent not snhowing up. Generally these
would be cnildren that were alrsady in plaicement that h@& bean agreed
to, either in regular ed or waiting to get into special ed, or already in
special ed and thay wers thinking of changing the slacement but it was
taking awhile to gev to it.

Mr. : How long is that, typically?

Ms. : That could pe a couple of months.

o

or is that an outside range, tne

Ms, : I wouldn't say it was typical, but because -- tner2
W3S 10 cnild ot receiving service, not recaiving something, if only
being in the reguizr school, but --

Mr. : Mot necessarily the appropriate One.

s, : As in insurance problams in anotner stata wniclh was

b

-

not the case. Cnildren were never xicked out 5f school, or at nome with
ace 10 70. Tney were always there and tney were being 190Kag

aftar.  Sometimes T woulid teaxke 2
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30 it's nard to xnow exactly now long it

we saw 2 lat -- in the small district, *o00, and size mignt have nad 2

(V2]

——

PN

0 GO W

cr
Q1

ot tn it, they seemed to procrastinate saving those interastin
N

O

(2%

ses til last, which was very unfortunate for us Decause we ware
scrambling around for what the data collaction was applying to. And wnat
nad nappened on two of the occasions, they knew about it in March and we
could nave sat down and discussed it with them, was that no decision
would be made. So by May, when we left site, these kids still hadn't
been placed -- and one was going on to junior high. There was 2 guestion
asout now much time sha would be in resource, how much time in regular
school. Another one was more restrictive.

And the other case it was the question of evaluation data. They
still didn't know if the child had & hearing probiem, whetner she hel a
spesch oroblem or a learning problem, et cetera. BoOin of theses Kigs
recaiving sarvices within school, but are usually not getting the
appropriate placement. For the child going on to junicr nigh, prasumadly
that will be resolvad sometime curing the summer SO there won't de any

sarious implicatians.

his otner child, where theyire not going to make a placement

decision until arcund August, that one seems a iittle more suspicious to
me. Tney may start the school year with the child sti’, in the same
ol re

acement wnare n2 nad been, and ke2ep on irying to gataer mo
ation so they know exactly what to do witn the child.
Nigh : But two to four montns would be the cutside extrzme.
S, : 1 would guess. 1It's tough o tell, especially since
t

h
=RSSe ara -- whal wa were observing wers cases that are not complstie now,
0

ot
n

ud
=
>

tal
ot
[&]
ot
fu
ol
[¢4]
.

34t they'diz seem to sort of waste 2 Jot of time. Sometimes their
0

T Ttheir Cwn. o0k 2 whila w0

g2t the xigs going. On the initia 7s tney were very 3cod.

- - - - - - s ~ ~ - p ! A -
“n2 301y re3son tnat tne motner was tnérs was Detause sne nagc ogeen
~ - ~ - - = - < -~ N g -~ - - -~ -~ -~
~ar2rred O/ 2 33CT21 32rVICES WOrkar. TnTS K17 Nna&g 28en Qut 37 SCasd. Tor
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‘re not going to be abls o get an

ou
henefits with tha xig out of school. The child was either physicaily

So thay then have the problem of getting informaticn from tne statsa
wnere “hey come from and they immediataly place the cnild in temporary
placement, in 30 days, we'll come back, we'll have ail tne informaticn
and sit down and do placement. The parent naver showsd UD. So -- and
+ne child nad been in school infreguently and also nad been taken out, 1o

andtner state.

ot of sort of unthinking cobstacies thrown in the

aw, thnat -- that was one of my last categories,
sroblems not taking into account what the law was. Srimarily
“he parents, they pick up and leave, thay go through -- they process ail
the forms, and get all the evaluation infeormation finalily ail together to

1
'
i

aca the child, they get the orogram written up, and the perent ieaves

to.n and wheraver they land, tnen that wnole orocedure has o start al

over again. QeaTTJ time consuming.

And I fee} sorry for the child, because how many tests have ic 2e
receatad becauss you can't get the information from wherever thay were,

or people can't interpret it. So {inaudidie}.

Nigh was Special Sducation placement basad on IEP7?
Ms . : No. There stemed to S otwo ways they did tne IEP. I

neard 1t was not written until after the placement, or they'd n2ve some
goa's and objectives which would tell ycu nothing. You xnow,

shavior or learning {inaudible).

r

iné taen “ne receiving feacher would write the specitic objectivas

eeing what the capabiiitias wera. 3Sut.

S
23297, zne orobiam of isttendance.  In two of tne cases wnere the childran

~ - - - P - ~ h ' - - - - P el
ater atier 5iacsment proceduras to Jook 2t the fiies and seg wnd

iy - o= - ~ M e+ 31 - - =~ - =4 - ~ - -
-na 127 says. wne 13I2 still nagn't seen writian, ne Cntal o nad 2esn in
szacct oz oIttih ST 3 ocays.
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The IE2 is a lit=le bcomerang. Tne one meeting [ got to observe was
g

just -- was notning. The LD tesacher thougnt it out and nad written out
some things, ana the mother was szying "fine, Tine, Tine". wnat's th2

'

mother going to say, and now could she say, "No, [ think instea

Q.
(@)

vowels we need to work with bDlends" or something.

- =

Tne law is well-meaning, but frequently it just deoesn't maxe sense

for the situation.

Ms. : Did you have a feeling for anyone being respensidie

For sometning specific?

s, : Wwell, transportation, yes. They were very specivic
about that.

s : whz: about identifying Tor the new teache
xid is coming in, or the new principal tnat they were at the meating?

Ms. : That would te in the reviaw. Also, the forms, who
actually nad the forms. Tne file was anotner -- tnere is no file,
ar. Everybody had diffarent information about the child. Scme

are processad by some people and other forms are processad Dy

S
otners. Tney don't seam to have any problems with that.

[$V]

b

v

Mr, : 1 think that cne thing that characterizss my stat
from tne general impression, is on the one hand, at least the schcol

district that I was in, so much of what is done, and so wmuch of the way

and secondly, that from building to dbuilding, and from LEA to LEA,
shere is such ~ide variability. One of the reasons we picked this state
Zas grasumably the cacentralization of autnority at the state ecucaiion

2 that's true, that the nave very

s, tne decentralization in the district tnat
e



u

3ing and demonstrating thair spe ial ed program,

were in a class. ney ware comp

autonomously functioning with the building principal.
0

tutelv no central coordination, unless the child had many needs --

e.) (Something about background, stats
nis

of =he Taw.)

pressicns, mixad
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nd, the fact that the building

axtramely conscienticus, exiremely interested, extremely anergatic. They
26t in 2 Yot of overtime, like til 5:00, 6:00 every afternoon for special
ec paopiz and tnhe building orincipal peopiz.

3ut on the otner nand, they szemed Lo have setl up their own

iﬁ;erpretations for guidaelines, for implementation -- {(End of Side onz.)

y any guidelines in terms of

—

stucent-tzacher ratios or anything likez that?

Ar, : Yo. Tne Stats nas what they czil 2 unit
rainbursament. And there wera situations in wnich thers was discussion
osing a unit because of the Aumber of kids in special ed versus

o) ar =sducacion. There wers very specitic

o
es. In Tact, two of the cases where th2 stafi's attitude in maxing

3 siacement decision, in the discussion about slacement, was tnat they
#culd nandla the kids regardless of wnat the teacher-stucent ratio was,

PR

O
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Mr. : w211 it was their attituds that they xnew whacl was
Sest for tne child, and that the placement setting where the child wouid
eir decision. They didn't really care wnat

o)
evervybody tnougnt, whether it was the best of a setting.
yooday

Mr. : Okay, when you were saying 2 unit, what is a unit? Is
tnat like a special =2d teacher?

[X3 [

mMr. : A unit is a teacher. And if you're limited to, liksz,
20 units, and you have 20 regular teachers, because you're able to put
more xids into those 20 regular units, -- for example, I guess a better
illustrazion of that would be, if you have 20 teachar units, and they pul

ney distribute the kids equally among those 20 teacher units, then

the staff -- the student radio is lower and much better.

I7 you convert one of those u i%s to special ed, then you restrict
the numbars and everybody else has to pick up the slack, so that tne
teacher-student ratio goes up a2 Tittle bit.

Mr . : But there are some guidalines as to how many spacial
ed students can b2 in the ciass?

Mr : No.

Me : Tnose come from tne state or Trom tne gistrict?

Mr. : {Inaudiple;

Ms What we saw in our (3rd state) smaliar disiricts was I

tnink they'r2 similar in terms of the effect on the cnild. Our districts
1

Wara very canirea a 1ogreztad tne
family fzeiing 4 we *taks care of our k3ids thing, and that
‘ul“"‘/ i =iy \jS, Cur <312S. wg tdkz care o7 Cu K3ds ol 9, & e d e
iafinicely sesmed to L2 a Tactor of the size of tne district
"s inat district? -- Middis? --
Hs jusT a Tittie DIt Digger than tne 1itti2. 1T wWas 2igl
] s S 2adz {asmAapmaliEg oagtA P AR
r [ _\_/’Ju nava 3":_\/ T T S InTormaiity CJ\_,;QOAH_/ \=ou
$i3itz, TikE irey wers speaking of?
.20
r
(Ji,v,-
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My state is also decentralized, certainiy to the point

sners tne stata did not volunteer any districts.

M. : 3ut Jid tne princisais nave --
Ms. : what nappened wasrn't to the extent that fobservars of

[ 4

2na Stats) nad been describing; the large district is itseld very
centralized with very rigid priorities, and a lot of bureaulracy
considering it's a large school district. It was like dealing with tne
‘edaral governmant. Wwe went through four layers of people before we got

£0 anyhod; tnat «new kids, much less tell us what placement masting went

nere were aiso a lot of pager pushers and wnataver, budget
s or whatever they do, they definitely aren’'t down on th2 level

- ~

ne meetings in the smell disiricis were very irformal

s a cefinite personzlizy in some of the schools, principe.t were
ent znougn of tne time that I couldn't pin it on them. There were
all the placemant me2tings in
or at lsast just sat there, and it seems tO be more & functicn of
and a few key personalities that is

s s
=0 szy like pswchologist, LD teacher and that seemed to make & difierance.

35 tney were, the medium district was much more coordinatad. Tne
civactor of special ed would go around znd ihey had z centrel special eg
z.ilzing where 2ll psychologists and speciay 2C type nad thair offices
s they came ia contact witn each cther and that made a differenca.

Ms. : Tnaudible; given that they Telt so much pressure o

2o through 2 procedurs end zet the parents involved (inaucdible; shows 2

commitment o doing the ricnt thing.

s, Tt sounds like from what you'r2 saying 2dout [Znd
313723, tnat tnat's a stat:z whers with ine exception of wnat yCou just

PR PR 3 - [ N - POV AT - A S
5233 znat cnitdren would probabiy nhave oeen served weil 10 Tne 3isTrices
.- - - a7 . Te o~ - - -~ - L, - - . 5 P
43tA ar witnout 94-142. 1% s=2ems Lo me Tor tn2 most part very iiteis

. - - - -~ - Sy~ - -~ - A ooy hl N = T = o~ pym 1L,
mo30T, SuT ThAd IMDaECL MICNT navz Z2een tne Staive 1AW, Td. T SouUnNas ke

-~ A=

- o

&1“[
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they're rot giving much credence o 94-142 set of procadures but it
eall

y saem to matter to the outcome assuming the xid ends up in

Ms. : What did you say zbout -- they're nct....?
Ms. : It seems that they didn't really need 94-142 to pus

them into coing good things, nor are they paying much attsntion to it, in

terms of where it prevents them from doing good things, and they just go
on doing what they feel s Ddest.

Mr. : When did the state law become law?

¥s. : 19727

Mr, : ‘72 -- yeah.

M : So it wasn't done in anticipation of thnis faderal law.

R : NO.

Ms. : And all the people I talx to at both the state ievel
and tne local leval emphasize that they probably nad & damn good Taw long

£ reaily made very litile difference to them but

ney were f

-t

o
tnat tney empnasized was th

wno are in situations whers

s s s - - - s
vere wereing mothers and Tatner

can't taxe time off to come to 1 committec o nes

chool and yet they Tee

gez thzt parents sncuid be presant o g6 througn the IEP.

Tne meetings that 1 sat in on was, I thought it wes xind of
30oC 2xampte of the way trat worked and in an apparently str

5f tne «ics o2ing considered, the <id who was currently in re

O
(7] >
u
£
w
O
5
D
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frae yp w0 Sgc3cial 2d teachers, a speciii 24
teagner tnat wou concaivadiy rel2iva N2 <10 NeXT y2&r &anrG L aés net
- - A1 b . o~y b -~ bl
tne ear.y childr.oc canter bul the oln2ar sChcol, and the 3Ch00

svcnolugist and they all took a nallt day and went up thers, chserved tne
hil

o}

¢ {unintailiginple) and that was the t2acher and tne psychologist.
al

Tazv spent a naif day, a lot of peop

S
3rrangaments for one day a week placement wnich then was axtandad to W

—
(L
D
(D
w
(V2]
(@]
“h
ot
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of tnat sort of on th2 guidancs and asserti
rincipal of tnat program. Almost no invoivement in centra
r

than to authcrize tais trip with the scrood

ngw any ciher
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Ms. s also z 1ot of flexibility in tnis system, that

they can go these types of tnings without being (remainder inaudibie)

P
he olacement decision is made basad uddn & wno.e
C

yaristy of aaministrators and trivizal kinds of ¢

T - -2 T 3 , - - - [P - -

Ms. Tney certainiy do worx witn the chiid data Tie, Zut

-3 < - . p - e ey - Tas A P

not exacily -- it certainly no where 7eS2mD.2S 2 L2am CJECISION makin:
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‘2272 Zistrict you Aag to choose a place in the di

Ve . 1 Y T g TV am Ay ol = -
'S, : And the IZF's done affer piacsment. And Trom Wnat we
bl o Tl e v 3 man —1'1'-\’;3\ oel Q";
vy enleSe MeT 2 naldtaage) ne-;.-ngs.
h . T L P I T - o - -, T < et~
nS. : .~ Cn0ugnhT 80, oUT TAg prograns, afiTuasiy, in wnz
R —~ o~ m s " ~ - I - <7 _— = I A A,
2SSrCCm o se2mecd very goea. 1 omean, inis orocably doesn't hurt Xi8s vary

T It's g trators.
WS : Tne administrative structure seems to be away 7rom
27 reaily happens.

Ml : Irrelevant.
vs. : See, the programs, again, for what they're doing Tor

e
handicappad kids, because their buildings are sst up --

TasTreamin

«)
jatr)

most zvery building nas some xind of nandicap -- they're modular

ilz2ings, thay're just separate sections -- and zlmost svery buiiging

s z nandicapped wing to it, the severely, profoundly, are served right
srz, 270ng Aith the same facilities for the regular ed xids. So in

~ms of locking at the programs, it Tooks Tike a very gcod mainstreaming
c2l. The disirict is pnilosopnically supportive of mainstreaming and

first week or two I was thers, I falt very positive -- it was

(D

ke a look at what

I
1)
-
()
of
v

2<inz and scunding so good -- until you r

-

1
4 was nappening to eacn child. n tne median district it was
o}

tar an they nave 2z rul2 {inaudible} but if you want to change

e. At that =van whan

Tzings, you have £o go to the central committ
zon't cnange buildings there seemed to be staffing of the client with
g Tney have severe, orofound classrooms. In the
trict to co to. They
a

on't uds

[¢8)

r2 yery maCh iavsived with what school iney were in. They

-~ ~y s o o - i~ e "3 Tiic s i
2 ~Crg mzinsirezming, They us2 Tincidsicnt.
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RELIABILITY SUBSTUDIES

Two reliability substudies were conducted on the observation
instrument which was developed for Activity II data collection. Qne of
ithese yielded interobserver reliability estimates under the training
condition; the other producad similar measures for the field conditions.
30th of these provided‘ﬁndices of item and observer re?iabi1ity.

Most traditional observation instruments collect situation specific
data by requiring an observer to complete a checklist either according to
a trained observation seguence cr according to a structured behavioral
characteristic, or by some combination of the two. In the first type of
observation the observer records all relevant activities occurring
according to some interval schedule, for example every 20 seconds. In
the latter type of observation, the observer records the Trequency with
wnich cartain very explicit behaviors occur; time may or may not be a
variabie of importance. In both of these observation techniques,
nowever, the observer records only benaviors that occur immediately as
they occur--no inferences or judgements are made and no effort for
clarification of ambiguous avents is allowed. QObservation technigues
such as these are generally seiected because of their stringent
non-narticipant observer procedures and because of their raliance on only
behavicral events.

Jbservation data on placement decisions, however, rely, in part, on

the cosarvers familiarity with and understanding of cartain tackground

and zontextual variables soeciftic to the LZIA. This familiarity with

(D

e
b
C



available classes, 2 ment levels, and

g 0
sther relavant special education information is designed to permit the
chbsarver to make concl n ng activities and to

more accurataly identify possible ambiguities. The specific cbservaticn

orocadurses raquire tnz observer to taka exte~:ive notas during the
meeting. No recording is made on the observation form itself during the
meeting, since this form is to be completed only after

the meeting and
only with a full set of notes on which to base decisions fc- each item.
Observers are to mark sach and every item and only to skip an item {leave

it 5lank) after a careful review of the meeting notes and careful
consideration of that item.

METHOD

-

Item Reiizbility

Item reliability estimates for training were obtained through common
observation of a one hour video taped placement meeting. Following.
specified procedures, all observers took extensive and detailed notes
during the mesting and then completed the observation forms after the

ideo tape was completed. A singie criterion observation protocol was
obtained by review of the video tape and observaticn protocois (item by
jtem) by trainars and trainees. Discrepant responses were discussed
extensively until group concensus was achieved regarding the "most
correct® response.

A measure of inter-rater item reliability during training was then
determined - summing the absolute deviations from the "correct" response
across observers on each itam. This sum was divided by the total number
of responses per =:2ch item. This proportion represented the "error® of
measurement for azca item, and its complement (1 - error) the reliabiiity
{ agreement among naservers) on that item. These reliability proportions
were converted to percentages for ease cf interpretation.

Ttem reliasiiity estimates for field data collection were obtained
Nith a similar method. “Paired observations were required of three
1

slacement meetings dy field staff. Reliability estimates were generztad

SRS
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b s



5y a method cof inter-rater distances {proximities) for each item. 0On

o te

items wnere both rz2tings by the paired observers agreed, this distznce
b
(%

~¥a&s zero. 0On jtems where the ~atings disagreed, the absclute distances

detween their respecnses was summed across items and divided by the number
of cases. On dichotomous items this deviaticn wzs set aqual to 1.0; on

rated items it was the fractional distance (minimum = one divided by the

[

numter of segments between selected points on the scale; maximum = one).
An example of the computation used in the ratings items would >e as
Tollows:

Follewing the meeting each obsarver was required to refer to ner/his
nctes and detsrmine the extent of discussion which took place on a
variety of jssues related to LRE and other appropriate placement
concepts. For each of these issues the observer was requirad to
select from g scale of 0, 1, 2, o~ 3 to indicate the extent of
discussion. If Observer A rated discussion for an issue as "1" and
Observer B ratad it as a "2," there was a discrepancy in their
assessment. Because the scale contains four points (0, 1, 2, 3)
there are three segments and consequently, a distance of thirds
between each point. Therefore, the inter-rater distance between A
and 8 for that item was one-third. If they had both rated it at "2,"
the distance would have been "0." If they had radically disagreed (A
indicating "0," B indicating "3"), the full inter-rater distance of
"1" would have been awarded to that case. (Under the training
condition, aistances between each observer and the criterion protocol

were ysed.)

Inter-rater distarces for each pair of observers cn each item were
similarly assessed, summed (absolute values), and divided by the number
of cases {n = 14 for field data conditions). The resulting proportion
reoresented measurement arror and was subtracted from unity to provide
the proporticn of r_liability for each itam. A conversion to percentages
~3as again performed to aid interpretability.

In the cases of scales which utilized a 100 point spread (Section XI
of the Observer Report fcrm) segments were arbitrarily defined as 5 point
widths following a preliminary analysis which revezled that observers
tanded o report values in five-point muitiples. It was also noted that,
although a one-hundred point spread was possible between values assigned

y ditTarent raters, this degree of dispersion never occurrad. In

2y
acet

uaiity the diffzrences between raters rarzsly exceeded five 5 fen

o
-
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o subdivide the scale on tiie basis of the ful

0
noint width would have, in our opinion, artifi
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ity estimatas. Consecuently, we elected to use & system of
which corrssponded to the technigue used with the :tther rating
and arbitrarily assigned a one-third distancsz to each five-tuple
withir the inter-rater distance.

Observer Reliabilities

Observer reliabilities were recorded as the percentage of agreement
hetwesn each individual's responses and the criterion measures under
training and field conditions. A criterion protocol was developed
through discussions of discrepant responses. Tnis criterion measure fell
within the range of the observers’ responses: the decision which,
following discussion, was judged "more appropriate” on dichotomous items
(YES/NO) or a mutually agreed upon "most appropriate” value in the cases
where rating scales were used (e.g., "extent of discussion" -- 0, 1, 2,
or 3). Thi. single protocol for each placement meeting was produced on
the reljability field tests not only to provide a criterion reference for
the observer reliability, but also to supply a singTe-response data set
comparable to those collected on the other field tests.

Observer reliability, then, :s measured by summing the deviations
from criteria over items for each observer and dividing this total by the
number of items per observer. The actual number of this denominator

differed somewhat across obse-vers as a function of a few items which
varied in their zpplicability %o different placemant meetings, and due

8V
2
O

also to the fact thzt two obsarvers participated in only two, rather than

three, reliability field meetings.

Tt should also be noted that in all raliability measures (item and
observer), blarks were interpreted as zeros. Thnere was a clear
understanding and expression of this interpretation by the observers
during the training and field exercises. It was, therefore, considered
aporopriate and supportable to operationally define blanks in this manner.




Suring the development phase of the chservation instrument saveral
areas of data collaction focus were felt to be especially ambiguous and
S ifficulties in the Zevelopment of adequats criteria. This was

-

d
atar reexpressed during the training session with the result the: z few

items received modified critaria, one item was eliminated, and adcditional

<
T
-

raining was designed and conducted for other items.

Aggregating items across observers and comparing these responses with
the criterion protocol during training and with inter-rater distances on
Tield tests, showed the degree of agreement between observers on
individual items. Thus an item on which most or all observers have
identified the correct response can be considered a fairly easy or
reliable item to accurately complete. On the otherhand, items on which
Tewer than half of the observers have denoted the same response can be
considered too difficult or too ambiguous an item to yield reliable
data. The present reliability substudy aliows for such an analysis of
the training data as well as the field {on-site) data for both Forms.
Items which meet or exceed a 70 percent agreement rate under field data
collection conditions are deemed accurate encugh to be retained for
ranorting purposes.

Specitic rates of itam agreement with criterion protocols (irn
training) and between raters (in field conditions) are shown in Tables
and I1 for the Observer Report Form and the Case Information Form
respectively. Items which have been designatec as below the .70
reliacility standard are denoted with "**", In fact, the reliability
estimatss Ffor the items on both forms were extremely high (most were in
the nineties) and very few itams were, consequently, excluded frem
subsequent analysis. 1In particular all items which utilized ratings (ses
Table I) representing extent of discussion achiaved suitable reliability
and the Tew dichotcocmous items which were dropped refzrred to issues which
nac been notad in only a small number of cases.
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

1 2ction concitions. Five items on the

n
o)

estion 211 below tne 70 percent agraement rale
2

t5 Cniid; the guesiicn was “Cpportunitias Tor Intaraction wi
Mon-Handicaoped - For What?® Thess six, tharefore, do not appear to e
reliable data sources and sho not be used in subsequent

Observar Reliabilities

t

Observer reliabilitiss represent the cverall (i;em-by—i am summed)
percentage cf agreement between each individu responses and the
criterion measuras on the items. Table III presents reliability
percentages for all observers under both field and training conditions

for the Observer Report Form. Table IV presents the same data Tor the

Case Information Form. The percent of cverall item agreemencs with the

critarion protccols for each observer during training are grezter than 75
percent (the generally accepted level of minimum performance for
observers) in all instances except one. Observer No. 10 on the Case
Informaticn Form obtained 71.1 percent agreement during traini~g {Table

I¥). Ncte however, that this improves to 39 percent under field data
collection procadures. In fact, on this instrument only otserver No. 3
saows a lower percent of agreement in field conditions than in training
(from 87.5% in training to 77.0% in the field). Table III shows
comparable rates of agresment for field and training conditions on the

Observer Report Form, and in all instances the rate of agreement under

both conditions exceeds 73 percant.

A trand showing scme improvement in the reliability rates from
zraining to field conditions can be attributed to two factors. The Tirst
factor, raduced group size (from eight to two) may produce higher

a ’.
i

iapility rates, in part, as an ant “act of reduced variability. The
second factor, the substudy itself, produces higher raliability rates
secause of the structurad reviaw of item criteria which is requirad as a
sy-oroduct of the discrapant response discussion. In this way opservers
ano experience ambiguitiass for certain items have thrae structurad raview
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opportunities in the Tield to help clarify distinctions.
substudy served not only to provide field estimates of reliability rates

ES N &7 - fm = - T A Lala - \ I, deya=m <
Jut also helped greatly to enhence :-7 reinforce <ha two week trainin

session.
SUMMARY

Under botn datz collecticn conditions all observers exceeded a
reliability standard of 75 percent for both instruments. This is
considered to be an acceptable standard for observer reliability.

The great majority of items on both recording instruments achieved
suitable reliability estimates. Further, all items on the Observer
Report Form requiring ratings for the extent of discussion or the extant
of emphésis of certain topics, achieved agreerment rates across observers
which were consistently above the 70 percent standard for agreement in
bot® training and field data collection conditions. The strong indices
cf inter-rater item reliability under field conditions on both the Case
Information and Observer Report forms provided support for the planned
inspection of this data for its relationship to the issues of the study.
However, it must De empnasized that this favorable outcome only pertains

0 the internal reliability of the data and reflects the success of
observer training and instrument development. It bears little

relationship to external issues such as generalizability of results or
inferential validity. Severe constraints in the selection of samples for
this study will have greater influence on the eventual utilization and
znalysis of the data.



TARLE [: PERCENT OF ACREEMENT 8Y TUEM POR THE OBSERVER REPORT RORY

[Training: Percentage {Proportion)  Field Datar Perceatage (Proportion)
]
I
|
e j
i : ‘4
n Attendees:  Holher © 00,5 {g) 8.0 =
f by L0
: L n /8\ 1 8\
Fatier ; :0C.0 \g/ 100,0 ("/
; § 8
i 2 . 2
Stucent | 100,0 (g) (0.0 (3)
i ; N 2\ ! 2\
Parent Surrogate P 100.0 (3; EERU Y
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(oordinator & 100,90 \3)
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| )
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. , 2
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1
Than § Ly
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>
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Lewnd
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-
<>
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21

Regulor Ed. Teache:

School Psychologist i 00,0 (= 100.0 ('1‘")

. Clinical Psychologist ¥ 100.0 (-2-)




TABLE T: PERCENT OF ACREEMENT BY ITEM FOR THE OBSERVER REPORT FORM (Continued)

j . " . no ot Eerw 1y vy, e el
Training: Percentege (Proportion) Pleid Datar Percentuge roportio
\
- T |
|
ien |
{\
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; 1
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1 n
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Pirle T i 00,0 {5
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| N I
P
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) 30,0
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Nurse 3

(SN

Physical Therapist | % 100,07
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Other Medical 00,0 ()
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5. List of Attendees t100.0




pagil Do PERCENYT OF ACREEMENT BY ITEM FOR THE OBSERVER REPORT FORM (Continued)
TABS o DRALG

‘ cportd leld Data: Percentage (Proportion
Training: Percentage (Frovortion)  Field Date: Percentage (Proy )

10, doitdag 100,0 (2 9.3 (=)
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PRBLL Lo PRARVERL VR AURERTEN L BT TLER FOL THE OBSERVER REPORT FORM (Continiad)

Training: Percentage (Proportion)  Field Data: Percentage (Proportion)
[tem
[0, Melical 0 G 5o
Fanily History 88 (%) % (%%)
lobies SRCY % @
Pamily Attitude Toward: Handicap 88 (%[l;) i (37;%)
Prosent Placement 8 (%“Z) 0 (%g)
Student Attltude: Handicap 15 (%) % (g‘z')
29 )
Present Placenent Y (ﬁ) ‘ % (gz\
General Programming 2 (%—Z’ b (%%)
Specific Programming 15 (%%) ' B ' (%[1%)
kg of Hels s g 9 @
|

o Avadlabllity 100 (g—z) %8 (%i‘)
(ost 2 (%) ” (%%)
Program Claracteristics 8 (g—z) | 2 (%117)
Staff Attributes 8 (%) # %%7
Classnate ALteibutes | i (f%) » (%'2')

Transportation 88 (%) 9 (g—z') S
R 3! (% ¥ (%?7)




CABLE o PEXCENT OF AGREEMENT BY ITEN FOR THE OBSERVER REPORT FORM (Contimsed)

Training: Perceatage (Proportion) Field Data: Percentage (Proportion)
[tem

/. Famlily Attitude to Potentfal 88 (_2’)_1) G (%%)

Placement 2
eadent Attitude ntial 2
Student 1\;!.lit)lllinc_ent‘znft’o[tﬂ[lal g (5_2) % (_gz)
fupact un Family 9 (%Z-) 100 (%%)
Stinma 83 (—g%) 98 (%%)
Loss of Mobility Lo100 (g—ZJ 100 ('2%)
Plysical Harm to Others 100 (%%) ‘ 100 (%%)
Self 100 (%Z—) % (%%)
Fucational Tarm: dthers 83 (%2—) 150 (%2-)
Sel§ . 88 (5—2) 92 (;—Z)
Gther Narm:  to Others ! 92 (%%) 100 (-Si[:)
Self B3 (%%) % (§—i>
Lomg, Term Effects 83 (—3—2} 95 (-2—2)
Mon-District Specialist 92 (%> 99 (%%)
o uther ——- e L (%Z‘)
VI, Oplions Considered 83,1 (%%) 86,5 (%}

)

1‘c of Uptions 87.5 (‘Z“) 89.3 (g—g)




TABLE [: PERCENT OF AGREEMENT BY TTEM FOR THE OBSERVER REPORT FORM (Continued)

Traluing; Percentage (Proportion)

Field Data: Percentay (Proportion)

Trem

I1. LRE mentioned
12, Mainstream Mentioned
13, Possible Placements

14, Opportuntties with Non-Handicap

15, Concensus
16, Comments
becislon Making Levels

Generfc
Type
Butlding
Class

I7, Ratlonale

18, low Necision was Reached

1, Dlsagreeneat ?

20, Suppleaentary Services

H, Criterla for Movement

G-t Tern Monitoring

=L

100.0 (%;
fux (%)
100.0 (—S—\
8.5 (%)
100.0 (—2—)
106.9 (%)
100.0 (—2—)
1000 (g-)
100.0 (g-)
100,0 (—S—)
8.5 (%)
‘ 20,0 (—S-)
o &
| 3
57 3 (-78-)
100.0 (—2—)
575 (%)

2]
(=L
96,4 (28)
2,
96,4 (§§)
2
26
{—
92,8 ‘28)
2]
92,0 (53)
AU
84.0 (EE)
20
8C.0 (fg)
22
88.0 (§§>
18,
72.0 {2—5)
/ iy
2!
91.3 (55)
. 22,
93.6 @Zi
‘ 1
95, 655)
20
86.9 Qii)
22
5 G 13
o
93,6 (23)



TABLE [ PERCENT OF ACREEMENT BY T1EM FOR THE OBSERVER REPORT FORY (Continued)

Training: Percentage (Proportion)  Fleld Data: Percentage (Proportion)
i
[X, Purent Participation
23, Pareals Preseat? 100,9 (ﬁ) 1000 (gg)
' o 8 28
, RO I , b 14
24, Aware of Options! 75,0 (§> 87.5 (Té)
1
25, See Folder? | 81.3 ('f?a)
e , . 8, o 13
20, Participation Encouraged? 160.0 @) 93.7 (R)
) 16
27, Sign Anythisg? 100.0 (g, 100.0 (Tg)
_ !
2, Satisied? :00.0 (—Z—) 93, (1—2)
-
29, Extent of Participation 62.5 (%) 68.7 (;g) A=
LI, Suamary ;
!
ﬁ 21 18,
Test Scores ﬁ 100 (3T) 90 (EZ)
{  p
Soclal/Emotional E 71 \21) 81 k84)
. 15, 39
dcademic Il (ET) 70 (gz)
. 9] . 62
Other Information 81 (37) ik <§Z)
15 14
"ELigibility" N B i
12 : .68
Possible Placements 57 (-2-;) 6. ;'gz)
D 13 60
cob o Educational Goals 62 (ET) [} (gz)
) ' 19 15
[{I(j{tic (oals 90 (if) 89 (gz?




TARLE [: PERCENT OF ACREEMENT BY ITEM FOR THE OBSERVER REPORT FORM (Contlsued)

Training: Percentage (Proportion) Pield Data: Percentage (Propurtion)
( : ) .8
X[, Specifle Instructional Methods 1 (ET) 73 (gz)
! 17 -
Plan to Lvaluate Frogress E 81 <§T) 47 (gz)
{
; 18 \ 78
Other 2 8o (3T) 9 (§Z>
|
.}‘.

No response to this item in the reliability substucy.

ke Uhis iten falls below the .70 reliability standard,

~




TABLE L PERCENT OF AGREEMENT BY ITEM FOR THE CASE INFCRMATION FORM

|

Training: Percentage (Proportion) — Field Data: Percentage {Proportion)
e
1 24
Generic Changs 100,0 (3-) 100.0 ﬂ)
. b : 20
Options Considered 85.7 (5) 100,0 (ﬁ)
| !
Type Cliange 1000 () 8.8 (-27)
3 2
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, 4 , !
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L 18 49
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| % 35,
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| 2
3 21
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L8 L
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' 17 46
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| % , 1§
Performance In Past Placements 79.3 (-?-g) 90.0 (72-0-)
i b}
Test Results 78,5 TZ) 93,1 (4_[:)
Tragsportation * 50,0 (?) £X
27T “
. 3
Proximity to Student's Home § | 1.0 (Z)
/, .
l.*
- .6 * A,
- A ts
% 86,6 (-6'-) *k
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JERCENT OF AGREEMENT BY ITEM FOR THE CASE INFCRMATION FORM

(Continued)
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TARLE TDr PERCENT OF ACREEMENT BY [TEM FOR THE CASE INVORMATION H (Continued)

1
{
g'rraining; Percentage (Proportion) Field Date: DPercentage (Proportion)
i
o :
, , - e et 1AA N /3\ 7'\0 n v’-—.}-\
Educatione! Harm to Others o 100,9 7 i 5
, . R - y A
Educational Harm to Child Eoo 7000 —0) 1.3 &)
Grher Harm tu Others 5 g #
:
Wil ' /! : /15\
Other Harm te Child oSl (=) 50,6 =) s
] 14 §
|
loss of Mabitlty | & A
. 5 2, . p
Long Term EXfects 288 (:/') 00,0 &)
: S
. 2 19
Restrictiveness o8 ) %2 )
! 0 24
i ‘N
y i 5 5
Final Placenent bo100,0 ) 86.4 (53)
i ” 4
! 5 16
”pt. of ( mnv J] 100,0 (§> 12.7 ('2_2')
ﬁ
o P 5 17
Gpportunlties with | 100.0 (5) 8.9 &7
Non-Hand {capped
: A 12
Where | 00,0 (Z) 85,7 C?Z)
i , 14
H
. . 4 . 42
For Wat 100,0 (Z) 67.7 (gi) X%

% No respouses to this item i the reliability substudy.
% his item falls below the \JO reliability standard,




TABLE DED: PERCENT OF [TEM AGKZEMENTS FOR THlE OBSERVER REPORT FORW

| Observer
; ; 2 ; t ; e ] 51
— 0.0 8.2 2 6L .5 8.0 9.6 9.8
o LI |- N 1V A im0, s, U
g g ) g ey B ) )
Fleld Data
Coliection ‘ 91.9 88,0 90,4 93.4 89,3 94.6 82,7 87,4 833 92.3
(Average percent 305 168 294 268 266, , 3 158 84, 139 205
ower three (n°§§5) (“°I§f) (ﬂ"gig) (n~§'7) (ﬁ°§§§) (“’§§§) (n~I§I) (n*gag) (ﬂ~3§§) (n'§§§)
observations)—/

A Trainlng.:eliability data unavailable,
k% Data partially missing for this subject (only 117 rather than i28 itens)

|/ The nunerator and denoninator vary since different cases are represented in each set of

observatlons and two observers (2 and 7) participated in only two reliability cases,

NOEN




ARk IV

PERCENT OF (1EM AGREEMENTS FOR THE CASE INFURMATION FORY

|
| | Observer
| |
i | 2 3 : g 5 7 4 10
.
!'lw;ain.ing 8.7 X 8.5 785 0.7 853 LS L1
Field Date
Collection .0 9.0 D %0 %0 900 L0 8.0 8.0 890
(dverege percent |, 300 186, 144 RIS 186 ) 85 34 SN T
over three o ) by Gy gy ) ) el ) gy
observations )=~
1.

vraining reliabiifty data unavaliable.
I fhe wumerator and denominator vary since different cases ere represented in each set of three odservaticns

a clnce dfflerent criterion protocols are used for each case.
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provide excess cost funds for teachers of the handicappe
calculation in determining the excess cost funding would be as

1. Self-Contained Classroom Teachers
Authorized

Self Contained Totail Sp. Ed.

Classroom Pupil/ Elementary Secondary Sp. &d. Teachers
Hancd’cap Teacher Ratio Enrcllment Enroliment Enroll. Reguired
Muitiply
Handicappec 6:1 4 3 7 1.167
81ind g:1 1 2 3 .500
Deaf 5:1 1 1 1 .333
Motor Hand. 8:1 3 2 5 .625
Emot. Dist. 10:1 i1l 17 28 2.800
Sensory Hand. 12:1 2 3 5 417
Mentally Retarded 13:1 23 20 43 3.308
Learning Disabled 15:1 5 2 7 .467

50 50 100 9.517

The number of special education teachers authorized to service this
particular mix of children is 9.617. The district’s elementary and
secondary pupil/teacher ratios are then used to determine the excess cost
Fuqded teachers.

Elementary Handic = :inrollment 50 = 1.79 regular teachers
Slementary Regular rupil/Teacher Ratic 23
Secondary Handicap Enrollment 50 = 2.17 regular teachers
Secondary Regular Pupii/Teacher Ratio 23

s



The numuer of regulaer day teachers required to service the particular
mix of children is 3.96. Therefore:

Specia’ Education Teacher Authorizec 9.817
Less Dist3ct Supported Teachers 3.850
Yields txc.ess Cost Funded Teachers 5.5857

The everzcs =alary Jor the speciai education seit-contained classroom
teacher and tre related fringe penefits for 5.657 leachers is excess cast
funded. The district has the obligation to bear the cost of 3.960 of the
teachers for the same cests would have occurred if the 100 pupils were
not in the special education ..ogram.

The final cost calculation for the self-contained classroom, then, is

as follows:

Average Salary $10,500

Frince (6% of salary) 630

Individual Sp. Ed. Teacher Cost --,130

Total Self-Contained Teachers x 9.617

Total Self-Contained Teacher Cost $107,037.21

State Excess Cost Funded (5.657) (11,130) $ 62,962.41

District Funded (3.960) (11,130) 44,074.80
$107,037.21

2. Resource Room Teacher

A1l resource room teachers are provided on a ratio of 35 to 1. As
211 pupils receive the bulk of their instruction in the regular
classroom, they are limited to no more than two hours per day in the
resource room. The full cost of the resource room te-~her salaries and
related benefits are provided by the State excess cc .nds. The reason
for this is that the district must provide a regular ciassroom teacher
for each pupil serviced by the resource room.

Total Authorized
Resource Room Pupil - .em. Second. Sp. Ed. Sp. Ed.
Handicap Teacher Ratio Enroll. Enroll. Enroll. Teachers Reguired

ATl 35:1 50 50 100 2.857




The number of special education teachers authorized to service this
mix of chiidren is 2.857. The number of regular day teachers also needed
*0 service this mix of children is 3.95 (as previously computed). As the
totel cost of the authorized resource room teacher is 100 percent
reimbursed by the State, the final cost calicutation Tor the resource room
is as follows:

Average Salary $10,500
Fringe (6% of Salury) 530
Individual Sp. Ed. Teacher Cost 11,130
Total Resource Room Teacher x 2.857
Total Resource Room Teacher Cost §31,798.41

tate “xcess Cost Funded (100%) $31,798.41
District Funded (Regular Classroom 44,074.80

Teachers) 575,873.721

STATZ #2

State #2, under Act 215, Laws of 1947, provided teacher sz

school vear 1976-1977 for the education of the nandicapped. A typical
calculation in determining the teacher salary aid would be as follows:
Salary Schedule
Beginning Teacher § 5,831
14 Year's Experience $ 9,154
B.S. with 18 grad. credits $ 8,306
B.S. and Masters $ 9,146
Doctorate $10,550
1. Self-Contained Ciassroom Teachers
Self-Contained  Authorizad
Classroom Pupil/  Total Speciail Sp. Ed.
Handicap Teacher Ratio £d. Enrollment Teachers Reguired
Zducable Handicapped
and Learning Disabled 10:1 50 5.000
Hearing; Vis. Hand. g:1 10 1.667
tmotionally Hand. 8:1 28 3.500
¥Motor Hand. 3:1 5 .625
Trainabi. Hand. 3:1 7 .875
100 11,867




The number of special education teachers authorized to service this
sarticular mix of children is 11.667. This number is then sent to the
tate’s Department of Education where it is compered to a saizary
schedule. For the purpose of this analysis, it will be assumed taat &ll
teachers have their masters. Therefore:

(11.5567 teachers) x {9,145 schedule salary) = $178,705.38 reimbursec
to the district.

is the average teacher salary is 310,500, the final cost calcilation
for the self-contained classroom is as folicws:

Average Salary $10,500
Fringe (6% of salary) €30
Individual Sp. Ed. Teacher Cost 11,130
Tozal Self-Contained Teachers x11.667
Total Seilf-Contained Teachers ¢729,852.71
Stzte Tezcher Salary Aid (1:1.667) (39,146) $106,706.38
District Funded (129,853.71)-(106,706.38) $ 23,147.33
$129,853.71
2. Resource Room Teachers ’
Resource Room Total Authorized
Pupii/Teacher Special Ed Special Ed.
Handicap Ratis Enroliment Teachers Required
Educabie
Handicapped
and Learning
Disabled 20.1 50 1.923
Hearing ard
Visugily Handicapped 12:1 10 .333
tmotionally
Handicapped 26:1 22 1.077
“otor Handicapped i0:1 5 .313
Trainab
Handicazo =g -- . -~
150 4.146




The numper of special aducation r-source room fteachers authorized tc
seryice thesz 100 rupils s 4.148. This number is then sent o the
State's Department of Education where it is compared to a salary
schedule. For the purpose of this analysis, it wili be assumed trhat z1]
teachers hava their masters. Therefore:

(€.146 tezchers) x (9,145 schedule salary) = $37,829.32 reimbusss. o
the district.

In reference to a resource room, however, all the pupils receive the
bulk of their instruction in the reguiar classroom. Therefore, these 100
pupils also require recular cay teachers based on the ratio of 26:1, or
3.84% teachers.

As the average tzacher salary is $10,500, the final cost calculatior
for the resource room is zs follows:

Average Salary $10,50C

Fringe (6% cf Sa’ary) 630

Individual Sp. tc. Teacher Cost 11,7130

Total Resource Room Teacher 4.145

Total Resource Room Teacher Ceosts $45,144.38

Stete Excess Cost Funded(4.146) (9,148) = $37,918.32

District Funded (46,144.98) - (37,919.3Z; +

{3.846 reg. teachers) (11,130 saiary) $51,031.64

STAT

m

£3

State #3, under ARS 15-1011; 15-1016; 15-1015; and 15-1017, provides
excess cost funds feor c<necial education programs. A typical caiczulation

in determining the axcess cost funding would follow the following formzt:
1. A determination of the total number of students enrvlled
statewide in special education programs.

2. A determination of the total 2 lowable excess cost.

3. A determination of the difference between the total allowable
excess cost for special education and the amourt appropriated for
special education ajd.
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



4. A determination of the quelifying tax rate which when apnlied to
the as_a2ssed valuation of each district providing spec 1
aducation programs will Jroduce an arount cf revenue .qu”' to the

difference determined in step 3.

5. A computation of district entitlement to State aid fo. specia.
education as follows:
(a) a cetermination of the amount of revenue which would be

raised on the assessed valuation by the qualifying tax rawe.
provided for by step % of this subsection;

(b) 2 subtraction of the amount in subdivisicn (a) from the
districts allowable excess cost for special education;

(¢) tre difference produced in subdivisica (b) shal. be the
districts entitlement to State aid for special education.

STATEZ #4

C+ate #4_ ynder Sections 21, 23, and 25 of Pudlic Act 261 of 1975,
arovides added cost funds for special education programs. ~ typrcal
sz7culation . determining the adcad costs would be as follows:

1. A subtraction of the school district's State equalized valuation
ser pupil from $42,400 and multipl .ng the difference by the
operating mills levied, but not in excess o. 20 mills.

2. The additional per pupil guarantee available to districts levying
ir excess of 20 mills is computed by subtracting the State
squalized valuation per pupil from $38,250 anc multiplying the
difference by operating mills levied above 20 mills, o.t not in
excess of 27 mills.

(98]

District eligibility is then determined by multiplying the full
t*me equated membershiz in the district by the State's combined
share of the per pupil quarantee under the two parts of the basic

membership formula.

™~

“or special education purposes, the State then reimburses 75
sercent of added costs of special education programs. These
2ddec costs are district reported approvea program costs redu- :d

sy the districts basic membership guarantee.




